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Notes
1.1. at the very start of whose ‘descent’ to level of consciousness ex conj.
Dezső-Isaacson.
1.4. before the people ex conj. Isaacson.
1.23. nearby Dr. Isaacson’s conjecture (nātidūranirvān.amārgadeśini ), which
is supported by the awkward position of nātidūre, would mean: ‘which
shows a relatively short path to final release’ (cf. Act One, l. 48: ayam
eva nirvān.amārgo nedı̄yān). On the other hand, as Prof. Sanderson has
also pointed out to me, nātidūre fits the context well: the Director, seeing
the monastery nearby, decides to start his life as a wandering pilgrim there.
Another argument defending the word ‘nātidūre’ might be that it helps
the transition to the first act the beginning of which is actually set in the
vicinity of a Buddhist monastery.
1.25 A detailed interpretation of the Prologue can be found in the Introduction,
Chapter 3.
1.26ff. The First Act of Jayanta’s play begins with an introductory scene (vi.skambhaka), which is set in the garden of a vihāra, most probably in or near
Śrı̄nagara. The characters are: a Buddhist Monk, who is a distinguished
scholar (his name, Dharmottara, echoes the name of the great logician
of the 8th century, cf. Āgamad.ambara (ed. pr.), p. xxiv; Rājataraṅgin.ı̄ 4.498.), well versed in the Teaching of the Buddha, confident in his
knowledge, and his Disciple, who is ready to learn, although perhaps not
blessed with great acumen. The Disciple speaks Śaurasenı̄.
1.28 Jayanta used the same verse in the Nyāyamañjarı̄ (II 424.9–12) to conclude his comments on Nyāyasūtra 1.1.19: punarutpattih. pretyabhāvah.,
‘The state after death is rebirth’.
1.31 ex conj. The sentence as it stands in the manuscripts (kim
. un.a te cattāri
ajjasaccā) is completely ungrammatical.
The conjunct consonants jja in the word ajja◦ are written in the manuscripts with a letter which looks like dya. On the reading of this sign
see the Introduction. In other cases our manuscripts write the Prakrit
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word ayya with the standard Devanāgarı̄ ligature yya (cf. Steiner 1997,
pp. 173ff.).
1.36 the Self appā occurs in Māhārās.t.rı̄, Ardhamāgadhı̄, Jaina-Māhāras.t.rı̄,
and Jaina-Śaurasenı̄. The Śaurasenı̄ (and Māgadhı̄) form of Sanskrit ātmā
should be attā (Pischel §401, cf. Act Two, l. 39: attaparam
. muho).
1.36 leave behind mottūn.a is a Māhārās.t.rı̄ (and Jaina-Māhāras.t.rı̄) form of
the absolutive, (Pischel §586). In Śaurasenı̄ (and Māgadhı̄) the prevalent
absolutive ending is -ya (Pischel §590).
1.38 The Buddhist opponent in the Nyāyamañjarı̄ (vol.II, p. 298) calls the
attachment to a Self ‘the anointed, principal delusion’ (mūrdhābhis.iktah.
prathamo mohah.), the termination of which entails that the attachment
to anything belonging to a Self (ātmı̄yagraha) also ceases. The realisation
of having no self (nairātmyadarśana) is said to be the door to Nirvān.a,
and the way leading to it is to establish that all things are momentary,
which helps one to realise that cognition, too, has no permanent substratum (āśraya) such as a Self.
The Monk’s thoughts on sthirātmagraha have interesting parallels in the
Pramān.avārttika. Dharmakı̄rti held that satkāyadr..s.ti or satkāyadarśana
(‘the [false] notion [that the five constituents] form a Self or belong to a
Self’: ātmadr..s.tir ātmı̄yadr..s.tir vā: Abhidharmakośabhās.ya p. 281), which
is nothing else but delusion or ignorance (moha, avidyā), is the fundamental condition behind all false mental attitudes (kleśas), all flaws (dos.as),
and all stains of consciousness (malas). Cf. Pramān.avārtika with svavr.tti
(Gnoli) p. 111, v. 222:
sarvāsām
. dos.ajātı̄nām
. jātih. satkāyadarśanāt|
sāvidyā tatra tatsnehas tasmād dves.ādisambhavah.||;
Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 214c–215b (Vetter 1990, p. 112, v. 212):
mohavirodhān maitryāder nātyantam
. dos.anigrahah.|
tanmūlāś ca malāh. sarve sa ca satkāyadarśanam||.
(In the Abhidharmakośabhās.ya (loc. cit.) satkāyadr..s.ti is only one among
many other dos.as; see Vetter 1990, p. 42, n.1.) As Dharmakı̄rti explains,
the [false] notion of a Self results in the attachment to things belonging to
this Self. These two notions generate affection towards ātmā and ātmı̄ya,
which in turn produces hatred and all the other flaws (Pramān.avārtika
with svavr.tti (Gnoli) p. 111.18–19: ātmadarśanam ātmı̄yagraham
. prasūte|
tau ca tatsneham
. sa ca dves.ādı̄n iti satkāyadarśanajāh. sarvados.āh.|). Dharmakı̄rti summarises his views on this issue in the following verses (Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 219–221, Vetter 1990, pp. 117–119, vv. 217–
219):
yah. paśyaty ātmānam
. tatrāsyāham iti śāśvatah. snehah.|
snehāt sukhes.u tr..syati tr..sn.ā dos.ām
. s tiraskurute||
gun.adarśı̄ paritr..syan mameti tatsādhanāny upādatte|
tenātmābhiniveśo yāvat tāvat sa sam
. sāre||
ātmani sati parasam
. jñā svaparavibhāgāt parigrahadves.au|
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anayoh. sam
. pratibaddhāh. sarve dos.āh. prajāyante||
‘The one who sees a Self [apart from the constituents] has an eternal attachment towards this [Self] [because he thinks:] “[this is] me” . Because
of this attachment, he desires things that cause pleasure, [and] desire conceals the faults [of these things]. He notices [only] the advantages, ardently
longs for [things which he considers pleasant, and,] thinking ‘[these are /
must be] mine’, lays hold of the means [with which he can obtain] them.
Therefore as long as one clings to a Self, one transmigrates. When there
is [the notion of] a Self, there is also the concept of the ‘other’. From the
distinction between one’s self and something else, accepting and aversion
[arise]. All [other] flaws come about firmly connected with these two.’
As Vetter pointed out (Vetter 1990, p. 126f., n.1.), Dharmakı̄rti claims
that the naiyāyika methods of meditation on suffering are not much use if
the notion of a Self remains unchanged, cf. Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi
228c–230b (Vetter 1990, p. 126, vv. 226–227):
duh.khabhāvanayā syāc ced ahidas..tāṅgahānivat|
ātmı̄yabuddhihānyātra tyāgo na tu viparyaye||
upabhogāśrayatvena gr.hı̄tes.v indriyādis.u|
svatvadhı̄h. kena vāryeta vairāgyam
. tatra tat kutah.||;
cf. Nyāyabhās.ya ad 1.1.9.
1.42 in fact According to Pischel (§§ 95, 336), eva becomes jeva, jevva in
Śaurasenı̄ (yeva, yevva in Māgadhı̄), and its initial j (y) is doubled after
short vowels, -e, and -o. Hemacandra (4.280) and Purus.ottama (9.28)
teach that Sanskrit eva becomes yyeva in Śaurasenı̄ (Pseudo-Vararuci
12.23 prescribes jevva (v.l. jjevva), and Rāmaśarman 2.1.37 jjevva or
jevva). Our manuscripts know only yyeva (both in Śaurasenı̄ and in Māgadhı̄), similarly to the old Nepalese manuscript of the Nāgānanda, in
which the form yyeva prevails (Steiner 1997, p. 200). Steiner draws
our attention to the following facts: ‘Nun findet sich yyeva aber u.a.
auch in den beiden nepalesischen Palmblatt-Mss A und C der Coulsonschen Mālatı̄m.-Ausgabe, von denen letzteres—wie das Nāg.-Ms A—
auf das Jahr 1156 n. Chr. datiert ist. Das läßt vermuten, daß die Form
y(y)ev(v)a auch noch im 7./8. Jh. in den Schauspielen gebraucht worden ist oder zumindest gebraucht werden konnte. (. . . ) Das Nāg.-Ms
A macht nach dem Gesagten jedenfalls wahrscheinlich, daß Hars.a die
Form yyeva (oder yeva) gebrauchte, wobei noch offen bleiben muß, ob
es sich hier um eine lokale oder gar individuelle Besonderheit—etwa die
Vorliebe für altertümliche Formen—handelt, oder ob wir mit y(y)eva die
im Schauspiel-Prakrit auch noch des 7. Jh.s gebräuchliche Form vor uns
haben. Die genannten Mālatı̄m.-Mss scheinen letzteres zu bestätigen. Ein
weiteres Indiz für die Authentizität dieser Form könnte darin gesehen
werden, daß das Nāg.-Ms A ausnahmlos das wohl jüngere yyeva, nicht
aber das ältere yeva überliefert hat. Dazu stimmt wiederum, daß auch
Pu[rus.ottama], Namis[ādhu] und Hc. [= Hemacandra] nur die Form yyeva
lehren.’ (Steiner 1997, pp. 205–207.)
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1.42 arrives at Śaurasenı̄ pad.ivajjadi suggests prativrajati as its Sanskrit chāyā
(see Pischel §197), but pratipadyate might also be possible (Pischel
§280: Sanskrit dya > Śaurasenı̄ jja).
1.43 Therefore this world . . . Cf. Pramān.aviniścaya I p. 70.9–11, ' Nyāyamañjarı̄ 1.196.1–2: ekam evedam
. sam
. vidrūpam
. hars.avis.ādādyanekākāravivartam
. paśyāmah., tatra yathes..tam
. sam
. jñāh. kriyantām| ‘We see that this
[i.e. everything one directly experiences] is one, it has the nature of consciousness, it has many [illusory] modifications, such as joy, dejection, and
the like: it can be labelled as one wishes.’
The Vijñānavādin’s position as it is presented in the Śūnyavāda section
of Kumārila’s Ślokavārttika also offers interesting parallels: Ślokavārttika
(with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) śūnyavāda 15–17b:
matpaks.e yady api svaccho jñānātmā paramārthatah.|
tathāpy anādau sam
. sāre pūrvajñānaprasūtibhih.||
citrābhiś citrahetutvād vāsanābhir upaplavāt|
svānurūpyen.a nı̄lādigrāhyagrāhakarūs.itam (v.l. -dūs.itam
. )||
pravibhaktam ivotpannam
. nānyam artham apeks.ate|
‘In my view, although in reality the nature of consciousness is pure, still, in
this beginningless existence, because of the disturbance [of consciousness]
caused by latent impressions in accordance with their own character—
impressions which are produced by former cognitions and are manifold
because they have manifold causes—, [cognition] arises as if being divided,
overlaid by [the forms of] ‘cogniser’ and ‘cognised’ such as ‘blue’, and it
does not require any other [external] object [to appear variegated].’
1.43 having removed . . . Cf. Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 207cd (Vetter 1990, p. 105, v. 205ab): ukto mārgas tadabhyāsād āśrayah. parivartate|
‘The path has been stated. Through its practice the basis transforms.’
According to Manorathanandin, the ‘path’ has been defined as ‘the insight that there is no self’ (comm. ad loc.: nairātmyadarśanalaks.an.ah.),
cf. Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 137c–138b (Vetter 1990, p. 42,
v. 135). Prajñākaragupta explains the ‘transformation of the basis’ as follows (Pramān.avārttikabhās.yam, p. 142,30–31): āśrayasya cittasantānasyālayasya vā pariśuddhatvam
. bhavati| ‘The stream of cognitions or the substratum consciousness becomes pure.’ In Manorathanandin’s interpretation (comm. ad loc.): tasyābhyāsād āśrayah. kleśavāsanābhūtam ālayavijñānam
. parivartate, klis..tadaśānirodhāt kleśavisam
. yuktacittaprabandhātmanā parin.amati| ‘Through its [i.e. the path’s] practice the basis, [i.e.]
the substratum consciousness, which is basically the impressions of defilements, transforms, [i.e.] since the defiled state has been destroyed,
it changes into a stream of cognitions which is disconnected from defilements.’ Dharmakı̄rti’s statement and its various possible interpretations
are discussed in Franco 1997, pp. 82ff; Vetter 1990, p. 105, n.1; both
referring to Schmithausen’s studies. As Franco observes (Franco 1997,
p. 85), ‘in view of v. 208ab it seems that Dharmakı̄rti understood the transformation of the basis as the complete elimination of all the defiled dhar4

mas which are not the own nature of cognition, but which are accidental
to it; the cognition itself is pure and luminous’. Cf. Pramān.avārttika,
pramān.asiddhi 210cd (Vetter 1990, p. 108, v. 208ab):
prabhāsvaram idam
. cittam
. prakr.tyāgantavo malāh.|
‘This consciousness is luminous by nature, the defilements are adventitious.’
Cf. also Pañjikā ad Tattvasaṅgraha 544: tes.ām
. cāvidyādı̄nām
. tattvajñānād
vigatau satyām
yā
nirmalatā
dhiyah
sā
nirmuktir
ity
ucyate|
yathoktam
.
.
.,
‘cittam eva hi sam
sāro
rāgādikleśavāsitam|
tad
eva
tair
vinirmuktam
bha.
.
vānta iti kathyata’ iti| ‘And when, after the disappearance of ignorance
and the other [bonds] due to the knowledge of reality, the cognition becomes pure: this [purity] is called “liberation”. As it has been stated,
“The world of transmigration is nothing but consciousness infused by defilements such as passion. And it is that same [consciousness], when free
of those, which is said to be the end of existence”.
The same verse is alluded to in Ālokamāla v. 4 (Lindtner p. 122):
rāgādimalinam
. cittam
. sam
. sāras tadviviktatā|
sam
ks
epāt
kathito
moks
ah
. .
. . prahı̄n.āvaran.air jinaih.||
‘The world of transmigration is [nothing but] consciousness dirtied by
such [defilements] as passion. The Buddhas who have cast away the obstructions have taught in brief that liberation is the state of being separated from those [defilements].’ Lindtner (p. 123) also mentions other
texts which quote the verse found in in the Pañjikā.
1.44 in the present According to Pischel (§144), in.him
. is used in Māhārās.t.rı̄, while it is ‘quite foreign to Śaurasenı̄ and Māgadhı̄’.
1.44 The Disciple’s question alludes to a well-known objection against the Buddhist position: if there is no permanent substratum, i.e. no Self, functioning as the basis of the stream of cognitions, the one who performs an action
and the one who experiences its result cannot be the same person. This
would entail the impossibility of karmic retribution and all other activities
(e.g. memory) which require the permanence of the agent’s self-identity.
Says Kumārila (Ślokavārttika (with Nyāyaratnākara) ātmavāda 32–33ab):
nairātmyavādapaks.e tu pūrvam evāvabudhyate|
madvināśāt phalam
. na syān matto ’nyasyātha vā bhavet||
iti naiva pravr.ttih. syān na ca vedapramān.atā|
‘But if the position of the doctrine of having no Self [were accepted], then
one would think before [setting about something]: “Since I shall perish,
there can be no fruit [of my action for me], or [the fruit] will fall to someone
other than me”, so there would be no activity, and the Veda would have
no authority.’ (See also Ślokavārttika (with Nyāyaratnākara) ātmavāda
3–4.)
But, as Jayanta remarks, even rich Buddhist devotees, for whom vedaprāmān.ya is not of crucial importance, would not see the point of giving donations and thereby increasing their own merit (Nyāyamañjarı̄ I1. p. 296).
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Śabara already pointed out that remembrance is impossible if only the momentary constituent of consciousness exists (Śābarabhās.ya(F) ad mı̄mām
.sāsūtra 1.1.5, p. 54: ks.an.ike vijñānaskandhamātre smr.tir anupapanneti|).
But, as the Buddhist opponent holds in the Ślokavārttika (Ślokavārttika
(with Nyāyaratnākara) ātmavāda 103 seqq.), memory, just as desire, can
be explained with the help of impressions (vāsanās) existing in the same
continuum.
Kr.s.n.amiśra puts similar questions in the mouth of the Jain monk, who
represents the digambarasiddhānta in the Third Act of Prabodhacandrodaya (a refreshing farcical interlude in an allegorical play, satirising the
‘heretical’ sects of Buddhism, Jainism, and Somasiddhānta), in order to
demonstrate that Buddhist philosophy comes off second best even when
compared with a practical way of thinking. ‘Tell me now,’ the ks.apan.aka
asks the bhiks.u, ‘for whose sake do you observe any vow if you perish in
each moment?’ (Prabodhacandrodaya p. 188: bhan.a dāva khan.avin.āsin.ā
tue kassa kae vadam
. dhalı̄adi? ) The bhiks.u’s answer is in conformity with
Buddhist doctrine: ‘Listen: someone who is characterised by consciousness, and is included in my continuum, will attain liberation, after the impressions (of his past perceptions) have been completely uprooted.’ (Ibid.:
are śrūyatām. asmatsam
. tatipatitah. kaścid vijñānalaks.an.ah. samucchinnavāsano moks.yate.) ‘O you fool,’ bursts out the Jain monk, ‘if someone will attain liberation in some age, what could he do for you who
perish right now?’ (Ibid. p. 190: ale mukkha, kassim
. pi man.n.antale ko
vi mukko bhavissadi, tado de sam
. padam
. n.at..thassa kı̄risam
. uvaālam
. kalissadi? ) Even a Jain monk can notice how ‘deeply illogical’ Buddhism is—at
least, that is what Vedantist propaganda insinuates.
Similar subjects are dealt with in Tattvasaṅgraha 476–545, the section
on karmaphalasambandha (involving the refutation of the objections of
kr.tanāśa and akr.taprāpti ). According to the Buddhist position, the connection between actions and their results is established on the basis of
causality alone, without any need for a stable Self (Tattvasaṅgraha 501).
In fact, causality is possible only in the case of momentary entities, and
this is precisely what the Monk is going to demonstrate.
1.46 The Monk’s exposition of the doctrine of momentariness is based on two
well-known arguments: vināśitvānumāna (‘the inference [of momentariness] from the perishing nature [of produced entities]’) and sattvānumāna
(‘the inference [of momentariness] from the existence [of things]’). (These
two terms were used by Frauwallner in Frauwallner 1935, p. 217, and
attested by Mimaki in the works of Karn.akagomin and Ratnakı̄rti (Mimaki
1976, p. 233, n.110).) Modern scholars agree that sattvānumāna was established by Dharmakı̄rti in his Pramān.aviniścaya (cf. Steinkellner
1968–69, Yoshimizu 1999, p. 231, n.4); it was already attributed to him
by Arcat.a in his commentary to the Hetubindu (quoted in Mimaki 1976,
pp. 235f, n.114).
In order to prove that existence and momentariness are invariably con-
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comitant properties, Dharmakı̄rti uses the so-called sādhyaviparyayabādhakapramān.a, ‘a means of valid cognition which refutes the [possibility of the] opposite of the property to be proven [co-occurring with the
proving property, i.e. the logical reason (hetu)]’ (cf. Yoshimizu 1999,
pp. 233f.), that is he proves that whatever is not momentary cannot really
exist. Cf. Hetubindu p. 4*, 6f.: yat sat tat ks.an.ikam eva, aks.an.ikatve
’rthakriyāvirodhāt tallaks.an.am
. vastutvam
. hı̄yate| ‘Whatever is existent
must be momentary. If it were not momentary, because [non-momentariness]
contradicts causal efficacy, it would be deprived of the condition of being
a real thing, which [=since this condition] has that [i.e. causal efficacy]
as its defining mark.’ More explicitly in Hetubindu p. 19*,10–13: śaktir hi
bhāvalaks.an.am, sarvaśaktiviraho ’bhāvalaks.an.am| na cāks.an.ikasya kvacid
kācic chaktih., kramayaugapadyābhyām arthakriyāvirahāt| tasmād yat sat
tat ks.an.ikam eveti vyāptisiddhih.| ‘For capacity is the defining mark of an
entity, [and] the absence of all capacity is the defining mark of a nonentity. And a non-momentary thing does not have any capacity with
regard to anything, since [such a thing does] not [have] causal efficacy either gradually, or simultaneously. Therefore the invariable concomitance,
namely “whatever exists is momentary”, is established.’ Pramān.aviniścaya II p. 29*,15–24 spells out the two alternatives of krama and yaugapadya (tr. of the Tibetan text in Steinkellner 1979, p. 93: ‘Dieses
Nichtaugenblickliche ist (nämlich) nicht imstande, einen Zweck zu erfüllen
(*arthakriyā), weil sowohl bei Allmählichkeit (*krama) als auch bei Gleichzeitigkeit (*yaugapadya) [seines Wirkens] ein Widerspruch besteht. Es
ist (zunächst) nicht (imstande), allmählich (*kramen.a) (einen Zweck zu
erfüllen), weil bei einem (Ding), wenn es (von Mitursachen) unabhängig
bloß durch sein Vorhandensein Wirkendes ist, eine Verzögerung (*ks.epa)
(seines Wirkens) nicht am Platz ist. Ein (Ding), das früher nicht Wirkendes ist, könnte es nämlich auch später nicht sein, weil (sein) Wesen nicht
veränderlich ist (*avikāra). Wenn es aber (von Mitursachen) abhängt, (so)
haben wir (diesen Fall schon oben) besprochen. (note 336: Der Verweis
bezieht sich auf die obige Wiederlegung der Möglichkeit, daß die ewigen
vedischen Wörter von Mitursachen abhängen könnten (18,24ff).) Es ist
auch nicht gleichzeitig (*yaugapadyena) wirkend, weil sein (in der einen
Phase gegebenes, fähiges) Wesen auch später nicht nichtwirkend sein kann.
Daher hat dieses jedweder Fähigkeit bare (Ding) das Merkmal eines Seienden überschritten.’).
As Yoshimizu pointed out (pp. 237f, 246ff), in Pramān.avārttika, svārthānumāna Dharmakı̄rti refutes the causal efficacy of permanent things in the
larger context of establishing the non-eternity of Vedic words (cf. Pramān.avārtika with svavr.tti (Gnoli) p. 131, vv. 251–252 and comm., p. 113,20ff.,
116,15ff., p. 130,3ff., p. 131,7ff.) which is a serious challenge for all mı̄mām
.sakas. Cf. also Tattvasaṅgraha 385–427, and Dharmottara’s Ks.an.abhaṅgasiddhi (Frauwallner 1935), p. 242, 256.
1. 47 “Only that which has causal efficacy can be ultimately real.” Cf.
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Pramān.avārtika with svavr.tti (Gnoli) p. 84, v. 166ab: sa pāramārthiko
bhāvo ya evārthakriyāks.amah.|;
Pramān.avārttika, pratyaks.am 3ab: arthakriyāsamartham
. yat tad atra paramārthasat|;
Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 3: pramān.am avisam
. vādi jñānam, arthakriyāsthitih.| avisam
vādanam
.
.
.
;
.
.
Hetubindu p. 19*,10–13: śaktir hi bhāvalaks.an.am, sarvaśaktiviraho ’bhāvalaks.an.am|
On the meaning of the term ‘arthakriyā’ see M. Nagatomi, ‘Arthakriyā’
in Adyar Library Bulletin 31–31, 1967–68, pp. 52–72.
1.48ff. In the following verses the Monk puts forward vināśitvānumāna (‘the
inference [of momentariness] from the perishing nature [of things]’). As
an example of this argument we can quote the Tattvasaṅgraha (353–355):
tatra ye kr.takā bhāvās te sarve ks.an.abhaṅginah.|
vināśam
. prati sarves.ām anapeks.atayā sthiteh.||
yadbhāvam
. prati yan naiva hetvantaram apeks.ate|
tat tatra niyatam
. jñeyam
. svahetubhyas tathodayāt||
nirnibandhā hi sāmagrı̄ svakāryotpādane yathā|
vināśam
. prati sarve ’pi nirapeks.āś ca janminah.||
‘Among those [entities] the ones which are made are all momentary, since
none of them depends on [any other external cause] with regard to its
perishing. If A does not depend at all on another cause to be B, then A
must be regarded as necessarily [being] B, since it arises as such due to its
own causes. For just as the aggregate [of causal factors] does not require
any other cause to produce its effect, [in the same way] all things that
have once arisen do not require [any other external cause] with regard to
their perishing.’
We find a similar argument already in the Abhidharmakośabhās.ya (p. 193):
ākasmiko hi bhāvānām
. vināśah.| kim
. kāran.am? kāryasya hi kāran.am
. bhavati, vināśaś cābhāvah.| yaś cābhāvas tasya kim
. kartavyam? so ’sāv ākasmiko vināśo yadi bhāvasyotpannamātrasya na syāt paścād api na syād
bhāvasya tulyatvād| ‘For the perishing of things is spontaneous. Why? Because an effect has a cause, but perishing is non-existence. And what can
be done with something that is non-existence? If a thing did not perish
spontaneously as soon as it had arisen, it would not perish later either,
since the thing would be the same [later as it was before, when it did not
perish].’
If one postulated a cause for perishing, such a cause would not be able to
achieve anything. As we read in the Pañjikā (ad Tattvasaṅgraha 383–384):
bhāvah. svahetor utpadyamānah. kadācit prakr.tyā svayam
. naśvarātmaivotpadyate, anaśvarātmā vā| yadi naśvaras tasya na kim
. cid vināśahetunā,
svayam
. tatsvabhāvatayaiva nāśāt| (. . . ) athānaśvarātmeti paks.as tadāpi
nāśahetur akim
. citkara eva| tasya kenacit svabhāvānyathābhāvasya kartum
aśakyatvāt| tathā hi, yadi svabhāva utpādānantaram
. na vinaśyet, tadā
paścād api sa eva sthitidharmā svabhāvas tadavastha iti kim
. nāśahetunā
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tasya kr.tam
. yena vinaśyet? ‘When an entity is arising due to its own
cause, is it perhaps produced as perishable by itself, or as not perishable?
If it [arises as] perishable [by nature], then no cause of destruction could
do anything to it, since it perishes by itself because it has that [i.e. perishing] as its inherent nature. (. . . ) If [one holds] the [other] position,
namely that [the entity arises] with a nature which is not perishable [by
itself], in that case, too, the cause of destruction could not do anything,
since nothing can make it [i.e. the entity] to have a nature other than its
own inherent nature. To explain, if the inherent nature [of the entity] did
not perish immediately after its coming into being, then later, too, the
same inherent nature, whose characteristic is stability, would be in the
same state, so what can be done to it by the cause of destruction so that
it may be destroyed?’
Dharmakı̄rti also employed vināśitvānumāna in his works (see Pramān.avārtika with svavr.tti (Gnoli) p. 98,4–100,24; ibid. p. 141,17–150,5; Pramān.aviniścaya II pp. 26*–32* (together with sattvānumāna); Hetubindu
pp. 7*–19* (together with sattvānumāna). See also Steinkellner’s analysis
in Steinkellner 1968–69.) He also pointed out that if a pot had to wait
for a hammer to be destroyed it might wait for eternity (Pramān.avārtika
with svavr.tti (Gnoli) 98,14–17, cf. Pramān.aviniścaya II p. 27*): yady api
bahulam
. vināśakāran.āni santi, tes.ām api svapratyayādhı̄nasam
. nidhitvān
nāvaśyam
. sam
. nidhānam iti kaścin na vinaśyed api, na hy avaśyam
. hetavah.
phalavanto vaikalyapratibandhasambhavāt| ‘Even if there are many causes
of perishing, they do not necessarily appear [together] in proximity [with
the object], because they appear [together] in proximity [with the object]
depending on their own causes. Therefore some thing might not even perish [at all], for causes do not necessarily have a result, because the [complex
of causal factors] may be defective or an impediment might occur.’
The Buddhist concludes that things perish as soon as they have arisen,
and their permanence is just an illusion. As Dharmakı̄rti says (Pramān.avārtika with svavr.tti (Gnoli) 100,3–7): uktam
. cātra na vināśo nāma anya
eva kaścid bhāvāt, svabhāva eva hi nāśah., sa eva hy ekaks.an.asthāyı̄ jāta
iti| tam asya mandāh. svabhāvam ūrdhvam
. vyavasyanti, na prāk, darśane
’pi pāt.avābhāvād iti tadvaśena paścād vyavasthāpyate, vikāradarśaneneva
vis.am ajñaih.| ‘And it has been stated with regard to this that there is
no such thing called ‘perishing’, completely different from the entity, for
the inherent nature itself [of that entity] is perishing, for it itself arises
as existing for a single moment. The slow-witted ascertain this inherent
nature of that [entity] later, not earlier, because, although they see it,
[their sight] lacks sharpness. Therefore, thanks to this [imperfect vision]
[the perishing nature of the entity] is ascertained later, just as ignorant
people [ascertain] poison only having noticed the disease [caused by it].’
All kinds of causal relations can be explained with the help of santāna.
Says Śāntaraks.ita (Tattvasaṅgraha 543):
kes.ām
. cid eva cittānām
. viśis..tā kāryakāryitā|
niyatā tena nirbādhāh. sarvatra smaran.ādayah.||
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‘The distinctive condition of being an effect or a cause is restricted only
to particular cognitions [in the continuum]. For this reason remembrance
and [enjoyment, recognition, etc. can take place] in all cases without
any impediment.’ See also Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 271c–272b
(Vetter 1990, p. 161, v. 269):
anyasmaran.abhogādiprasaṅgaś ca na bādhakah.|
asmr.teh. kasyacit tena hy anubhūteh. smr.todbhavah.||
‘Such unwanted consequences as “someone else will remember [the thing
that another person experienced]”, or “someone else will enjoy [the results of actions made by another person]” do not oppose [our position],
for [there is] no ‘person’ [who] remembers. Therefore a memory arises
from an experience.’
Therefore there is no need to postulate a ‘person’ as an agent (Tattvasaṅgraha 504):
kartr.tvādivyavasthā tu santānaikyavivaks.ayā|
kalpanāropitaives..tā nāṅgam
. sā tattvasam
. sthiteh.||
‘But the condition of being an agent and [enjoyer, etc.] is accepted as a
purely mental construction with the intention to refer to the unity of the
continuum; it is not a component of the real nature of things.’ The same is
pointed out by Kumārila’s Buddhist opponent (Ślokavārttika (with Nyāyaratnākara) ātmavāda 35ab):
kartā ya eva santāno nanu bhoktā sa eva nah.|
‘Surely, for us the same continuum [of cognitions] which is the agent [of
actions that bear fruits] is also the enjoyer [of the results of these actions].’
1.49 One might find the compound kartr.bhoktr.smr.tyādikāryaghat.anā strained.
As Dr. Isaacson points out in a letter of 5. xi. 2002, ‘what we expect
is really karmabhogasmr.tyādikāryaghat.anā, especially since he is summing
up the answer to the upāsaka’s question: ‘kassa kammabhoo . . . kassa
sumaran.anibam
. dhan.ā hom
. ti vavahārā.
1.50 revealed pakāsijjade is a strange, one might even say impossible formation. In Śaurasenı̄ one would expect something like pakāsı̄adi, while in
Māhārās.t.rı̄ pakāsijjaı̈, and in Jaina-Śaurasenı̄ pakāsijjadi (see Pischel
§535).
1.50 produces ex conj. jin.im
. to or rather jin.am
. to would suggest jayan as
its Sanskrit equivalent (cf. Pischel §473), but the sense requires rather
jan.em
. to (janayan).
1.50 confined ex conj. Isaacson.
1.50 The translation of the last two sentences in this paragraph is based on a
reading that contains several tentative conjectures.
The Disciple’s question is a well-known objection against the theory of momentariness. We find it e.g. in Tattvasaṅgraha (490): ks.an.asthāyı̄ ghat.ādiś
cen nopalabhyeta caks.us.ā| na hi nas..tāh. pratı̄yante cirātı̄tapadārthavat|| ‘If
the pot exists only for a moment then it cannot be perceived by the sense
10

of sight, for [things] that have perished, just as things that vanished long
ago, cannot be perceived.’
Dharmakı̄rti first establishes that the object must exist before its cognition (Pramān.avārttika, pratyaks.a 246): asatah. prāg asāmarthyāt paścāc
cānupayogatah.| prāgbhāvah. sarvahetūnām
. nāto ’rthah. svadhiyā saha|| ‘Since
that [thing] which does not exist before [its effect] is not capable [to produce the effect], and [that thing which exists] after [an effect] is of no
use [for bringing about that effect], all causes exist before [their effects].
Therefore the object does not [exist] simultaneously with its cognition.’
Then he answers the above objection (ibid. v. 247, = Pramān.aviniścaya I
p. 60, v. 20): bhinnakālam
. katham
. grāhyam iti ced grāhyatām
. viduh.| hetutvam eva yuktijñā jñānākārārpan.aks.amam|| ‘If [the opponent objects:]
“how can the object of cognition exist at a different time [from the subject]”, [then we answer that] Logicians mean by the condition of being
the object nothing but the condition of being the cause which is able to
imprint its form on cognition.’ It is this ‘imprint’ which is grasped by
cognition and not the actual object: this is the theory of sākāravijñāna,
‘form-possessing cognition’. This position does not exclude the existence
of an external object (accepted by the sautrāntikas), but it can easily be
adopted by those who believe that nothing actually exists outside this
multiform cognition (vijñānavādins).
1.51 if you see clearly ex conj. Isaacson. Instead of this conjecture one
might consider yadi tattvam
. pr.cchasi (see Nyāyamañjarı̄ II 156.18).
1.51 and other forms ex conj. Isaacson, supported by the frequency of expressions such as nı̄lādi in the same context.
1.52ff. It is again the Vijñānavādin in the Ślokavārttika whose arguments are
remarkably similar to those of the Monk in Jayanta’s play. According to
Kumārila’s Buddhist opponent, we do not ascertain two separate forms:
one belonging to cognition and the other to its object (Ślokavārttika (with
Tātparyat.ı̄kā) śūnyavāda 6ab): na cāpy ākārabhedena jñānajñeyāvadhāran.ā|). Kumārila expounds the Mı̄mām
. saka position as follows (Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) śūnyavāda 10cd–12):
ekam ākāravad vastu grāhyam ity adhyagı̄s.mahi||
tad yady ākāravān artho bāhyah. kalpyeta tasya ca|
grāhyatvam anyathā na syād iti grāhakakalpanā||
tenākāravatah. kl.ptād grāhyād ākāravarjitam|
vastvantaram
. pr.thak kalpyam
. (v.l. prakalpyam
. syād ) grāhakam
. nis.pramān.akam||
‘We hold that a single form-possessing thing is cognised. If that thing were
postulated to be an external form-possessing object, then we should postulate a subject of cognition, since its [i.e. the external thing’s] condition
of being an object of cognition would not be otherwise possible. Therefore one should postulate another thing as the subject of cognition, which
would be separate from the postulated form-possessing object of cogni11

tion, [and which would also be] devoid of form, and lacking any proof [of
its existence].’
After showing that it is more ‘economical’ to postulate a single, formpossessing cognition which has the aspects of both subject and object, the
Buddhist advances another argument (Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā)
śūnyavāda 21–22):
itaś cākāravaj jñānam, yasmāt tad vah. (v.l. tadvat) prakāśakam|
svayam
. prakāśahı̄nasya bāhyasyopāyasammatam||
na cāgr.hı̄te jñānākhyaprakāśe (v.l. jñānākhye prakāśyo) ’rtho ’vadhāryate|
tadadhı̄naprakāśatvād dı̄pābhāse yathā ghat.ah.||
(. . . ) 31–32:
tasmāt pūrvagr.hı̄tāsu buddhis.v arthopalmbhanam|
na copalabdhir astı̄ha nirākārāsu buddhis.u||
vivekabuddhyabhāvāc ca sākārasya ca darśanāt|
ākāravattayā (v.l. sākāravattayā) bodho jñānasyaiva prasajyate||
‘Cognition is form-possessing for the following reason as well: since you
[also] accept that it [i.e. cognition], being an illuminator, is a means of
[illuminating] the external object, which is not luminous by itself. But
if the light called ‘cognition’ is not grasped, the object will not be ascertained, since its illumination depends on that [cognition], just as a pot
[is cognised] after the shining forth of the light. (. . . ) Therefore objects
are apprehended after [their] cognitions have been grasped. And no apprehension is possible in this case if the cognitions are formless. Since we
do not cognise any distinctness [i.e. two distinct forms], and since we see
something which has form, it follows that it is cognition alone which is
apprehended as the form-possessing entity.’
1.52 People do not have a simultaneous, biform perception of the cognition and its object. Cf. Śābarabhās.ya(F) p. 28,14–16 (bauddhapaks.a):
arthajñānayor ākārabhedam
. nopalabhāmahe| pratyaks.ā ca no buddhih.| atas
tadbhinnam artharūpam
. nāma na kim
. cid astı̄ti paśyāmah.| ‘We do not perceive [two] separate forms: one belonging to the object and the other to
the cognition. On the other hand, cognition is directly perceptible for us.
Therefore we realise that there is no object-form separate from that.’
1.52 grasping would be grasped first Cf. Śābarabhās.ya(F) p. 28,20–30,1:
utpadyamānaivāsau jñāyate jñāpayati cārthāntaram
. pradı̄pavad iti yady
ucyeta, tan na. ‘If [the Buddhist] were to say that [cognition], precisely
when it is coming about, is cognised and makes the object cognised, similarly to a lamp, then [our answer would be that] this is wrong.’
See also Nyāyamañjarı̄ II 490.10 (' Pramān.aviniścaya I p. 96, v. 55cd):
apratyaks.opalambhasya nārthadr..s.tih. prasiddhyati| ‘For [a cognition] whose
perceiving is [itself] not [directly] perceived, cannot cognise the object.’
Cf. Śābarabhās.ya(F) p. 30,3–5 (bauddhapaks.a): nanu utpannāyām eva buddhāv artho ‘jñāta’ ity ucyate, nānutpannāyām| atah. pūrvam
. buddhir utpadyate, paścāj jñāto ’rthah.| ‘Surely the object is said to be ‘known’ only

12

after the cognition has arisen, [but] not when it has not yet arisen. Therefore first the cognition arises, and after that the object is cognised.’
1.52 How could there be any other objective entity? Cf. Nyāyamañjarı̄ II 495.15–16 (' Pramān.aviniścaya I p. 86, v. 38; cf. Pramān.avārttika,
pratyaks.a 327):
nānyo ’nubhāvyo buddhyāsti tasyā nānubhavo ’parah.|
grāhyagrāhakavaidhuryāt svayam
. saiva prakāśate||
‘There is nothing else [than cognition itself] to be ascertained by cognition. [On the other hand] it [i.e. cognition] is not ascertained by another
[cognition], because [in that case, too,] the object and subject of cognition
[each having distinctive features] would be wanting. [Therefore] it shines
forth by itself [both as subject and object].’
Also Pramān.avārttika, pratyaks.a 354 (= Pramān.aviniścaya I p. 90, v. 45):
avibhāgo ’pi buddhyātmā (: reading in Vetter 1966, p. 90, n. 6, see also
Mimaki 1976, p. 288, n. 308 about other readings; the Pandeya-edition
has buddhyātma-) viparyāsitadarśanaih.|
grāhyagrāhakasam
. vittibhedavān iva laks.yate||
‘Although the nature of cognition is undivided, those whose vision is faulty
see it as being divided into object, subject, and consciousness.’
Also Pramān.avārttika, pratyaks.a 328:
nı̄lādirūpas tasyāsau svabhāvo ’nubhavaś ca sah.|
nı̄lādyanubhavāt khyātah. svarūpānubhavo ’pi san||
‘Forms such as blue are its [i.e. cognitions] inherent nature, and this [nature] is ascertaining. Although it is the ascertaining of its own form, still,
because forms such as blue are ascertained, it is called [‘the cognition of
blue’ etc.].’
1.55 marks The word piśuna also means ‘betraying, treacherous’, or as a noun,
‘informant’.
1.56 In that case let’s make sure that we are not late. ‘Delicious meals
served in the vihāra’ were one of the main attractions of Buddhism according to satirical literature. In the Bhagavadajjukı̄ya (probably the oldest Sanskrit comedy still extant), Śān.d.ilya, the pupil who pokes his nose
into everything, relates how he tried out various religions just to find out
where he could eat his fill. Buddhism seemed to be promising in this respect because monks get breakfast every morning, but Śān.d.ilya realised
soon that he could not appease his hunger in the vihāra, because ‘these
sons of slaves eat only once a day’ (Bhagavadajjukı̄ya, p. 8). The commentary, which gives a philosophical / allegorical interpretation of the whole
prahasana, takes the expression dāsyāh. putrāh. as referring to the unacceptable tenets of the Buddhists like vedāprāmān.ya, nairātmya, etc., and
ekakālabhaktatva as referring to ks.an.ikatva (ibid. p. 13).
Buddhism, as we are often told, equals dolce far niente, but is it possible
to stop on a slope as slippery as this? The satirist’s answer is clear: when
human weakness has once tasted pleasures, it asks for more. The Buddhist
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monk in king Mahendravarman’s comedy, the Mattavilāsa, first praises the
wise solicitude of buddhaśāsana, which teaches living in palace-like buildings, sleeping in well-made beds, enjoying brunch in the morning, tasty
juices in the afternoon, pān of the finest quality, and dressing in soft clothes
(Mattavilāsaprahasana, p. 12: bhoh. paramakārun.ien.a bhaavadā tahāgaen.a
pāsādesu vāso, suvihiasayyesu pajjaṅkesu saan.am
. , puvvan.he bhoan.am
.,
avaran.he surasān.i pān.aān.i, pañcasugandhovahiam
(em.
Shastri,
also
sup.
ported by the mss. used by Unni in his edition (Mattavilāsa Prahasana
of Mahendravikramavarman, ed. and tr. by Dr. N.P. Unni, Trivandrum, 1974, p.49.)) tambol..lam
. , san.havasan.aparidhān.am
. ti edehi uvadesehi bhikkhusaṅghassa an.uggaham
karanten
a.
.
.
).
But
if the Lord is
.
.
so provident, and especially if he is omniscient (that is, omniscient in the
matters of both moks.a and sukha), why has he omitted booze and women
from his Teaching? (Ibid.: . . . kin.n.u hu itthiāpariggaho surāvān.avihān.am
.
ca n.a dit..tham
. ? ahava kaham
. savvajño edam
. n.a pekkhadi? ) Or is it possible that something went wrong in the course of the transmission of the
text? Or rather the surly old monks envy the younger brethren these pleasures? As a conclusion the bhiks.u draws up a programme, which reminds
us of contemporary debates about the original teaching of the Buddha
(and even the efforts of modern philologists to find their own ideas reflected in ancient texts): ‘Let’s find the codex archetypus and let’s prepare
a complete critical edition!’ (Ibid.: kahim
. n.u hu avin.at..thamūl.apāt.ham
.
samāsādaeam
. .)
1.56 with a bamboo staff in his hand Cf. Manu-smr.ti 4.35–36.
1.57 standing here According to Pischel (§266), iha is a false form in Śaurasenı̄, although Hemacandra (4.268) permits it beside idha.
1.62 The Mı̄mām
. saka’s career starts as a glorious campaign against heretics,
but by the fourth act it will prove to be a complete failure for the representatives of Vedic orthodoxy (verse 1): sarva eva hi yathāsthitā ime
snātakasya dhig apārthakam
. śrutam| [Officiant.] ‘For all of these [heretic
sects] have remained as they were. Shame on the useless learning of the
Graduate!’
1.63 Shuddhódana’s son The Mı̄mām
. saka looks upon the Buddha as simply
the mortal son of a human king; cf. Nyāyamañjarı̄ I 644.8: nanu buddhah.
śuddhodanasya rājño ’patyam, sa katham ı̄śvaro bhavet?
1.70 O what a charming monastery! The following description of a gorgeous Buddhist monastery might seem exaggerated, but we know from
Kalhan.a that several Kashmirian vihāras were very rich indeed owing to
generous donations, e.g. the Rājavihāra, the foundation of Lalitāditya
(Rājataraṅgin.ı̄ 4.200), who also presented a glorious copper statue of the
‘Great Buddha’ (ibid. 4.203); his minister Caṅkun.a also supported the
building of a vihāra and a stūpa, and had golden Buddha-images made
as well (ibid. 4.211). Another telling example is the beginning of the
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last chapter of Ks.emendra’s Avadānakalpalatā, which was actually written by his son, Somendra (Avadānakalpalatā, 108: Jimūtavāhanāvadāna).
In the first verse Somendra muses upon the beautiful paintings depicting
the Buddha’s glorious deeds. These paintings used to decorate ‘cavities
(cells?, niches?) shining with gold’ (kanakacitraguhāgr.hes.u) in a courtyard
belonging to the Great Vihāra (uruvihāra). But in the following stanza
Somendra tells us that his father composed the Avadānakalpalatā as a kind
of substitute for these pictures, ‘lest mankind be agitated because of their
loss’ (mā bhūt tadvirahākulam
. jagad iti ). The treasures of the Buddhist
monasteries often aroused the interest of Kashmirian kings, who plundered and sometimes, just for good measure, even burnt down some of the
vihāras. These atrocities became more frequent from the end of the 10th
century according to the Rājataraṅgin.ı̄, e.g. in the reign of Ks.emagupta
(6.171 seqq.), and especially that of king Hars.a (7.1097 seqq.). King
Śaṅkaravarman, whom Jayanta served as an advisor (amātya), often resorted to confiscations in order to fill his treasury (Rājataraṅgin.ı̄ 5.165
seqq.), and vihāras like the one described by the snātaka and his pupil
could easily become a choice morsel for the king. On the other hand,
the high taxes introduced during his reign were probably very effective in
holding back the rich from further donations.
1.71 full of grass As Dr Isaacson pointed out to me, Vallabhadeva glosses
kuśavanti in his commentary ad Raghuvam
. śa 14.28 as śādvalacitāni. The
description suggests a place that is ideal for assignations.
1.73 This verse (very appropriate from the mouth of a Vedic graduate) must
have brought to the audience’s mind the well-known description of the Cosmic Tree (R
. gveda 1.24.7, Kat.ha Upanis.ad 6.1, Bhagavadgı̄tā 15.1 seqq.),
and the other famous Vedic image of the two birds nestling on the same
tree (R
. gveda 1.164.20, Mun.d.aka Upanis.ad 3.1 seqq.).
1.74 gentle maüa is a Māhārās.t.rı̄ form, Śaurasenı̄ has miu for Sanskrit mr.du
(Pischel §52).
1.76 futile Ex conj., cf. 1.140 where we have almost certainly a corruption in
the manuscripts: ◦ vandyātmanah. for ◦ vandhyātmanah.. As Prof. Sanderson has pointed out to me, confusing unaspirated and aspirated voiced
consonants is a common error of the Kashmirian manuscript transmission.
If we accept the reading of the manuscripts, we should take vandye ‘commendable’ in an ironical sense. Or, as Dr Isaacson suggests in a letter of
5. xi. 2002, ‘it might be possible to interpret the idea as being that the
rich people are actually trying to follow a praiseworthy path, not that of
Buddhism, but that of religion überhaupt, or of charity, donating to the
religious. But despite this commendable intention they are led astray by
the Buddhist vit.as.’
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1.77 Even if this religion is a sham. . . On the use of the particle kila at
the head of a sentence, see Goodall 1998, p. 169, n. 26, mentioning
other occurrences, e.g. Nyāyamañjarı̄ I 631.16–17: kila dvividho vedah.
śrūyamān.ah. anumı̄yamānaś ca|.
1.77 cultivation of meditation On samādhibhāvanā see Abhidharmakośa 8.27
and bhās.ya ad loc. (ed. Pradhan, p. 451).
1.78 seem According to Pischel (§143, §336, see also Vararuci 12.24, Purus.ottama 9,29), ‘via is the single prevailing form in Śaurasenı̄ and Māgadhı̄’
for Sanskrit iva, while Māhārās.t.rı̄, Ardhamāgadhı̄, and Jaina-Māhāras.t.rı̄
have va, vva (Pischel §92, §143). In Hemacandra’s grammar we find the
following general rule (2,182): miva piva viva vva va via ivārthe vā|
1.79 if they noticed us Brahmanical invective against Buddhism insinuates
that as soon as Buddhist monks think they are out of the range of the pious Addbrahmins’ severe sight, they fling themselves wholeheartedly into
pleasures. Public censure is the only retarding force: the bhiks.u in the
Mattavilāsaprahasana (who has already expressed his will to reform Buddhism in order to include more pleasure) is afraid to drink booze because
‘many people / great, exemplary people will see’, mahājan.o pekkhissadi
(p. 16).
1.81ff. The following denigrating description of life in a Buddhist monastery
has many parallels in Sanskrit literature. A popular anonymous quatrain
gives a kind of distillate of the stereotypical insinuations (‘heavy drinking,
overeating, casual sex with ill-reputed women’) directed against Buddhist
monks:
bhiks.o kanthā ślathā te nanu śapharavadhe jālikais.ātsi matsyām
.s
te ’mı̄ madyāvadam
. śāh. pibasi madhu samam
. veśyayā yāsi veśyām|
dattvārı̄n.ām
. gale ’ṅghrim
. kimu tava ripavo bhittibhettāsmi yes.ām
.
cauras tvam
. dyūtahetoh. katham asi kitavo yena dāsı̄suto ’smi||
‘Monk, your rags are loose!’ ‘Surely it serves as a net for killing carp.’
‘You eat fish?’ ‘It is a side-dish to go along with wine.’ ‘You drink wine?’
‘Together with whores.’ ‘You go to whores?’ ‘After putting my foot on
the throat of my enemies.’ ‘You have foes?’ ‘Those in whose wall I’ve
made a breach.’ ‘You are a burglar?’ ‘Because of gambling.’ ‘What? You
are a gamester?’ ‘Since I am the son of a servant-maid!’
We find this verse in two Kashmirian texts, and in Haribhadrasūri’s vr.tti
to the Dasaveyāliya-sutta (8th century). This latter commentary by a Jain
author enframes the poem in a story about a false ascetic (see Bollée
1974:39, n. 65. Unfortunately the text was not at my disposal.). The
Lokaprakāśa, which was attributed to the Kashmirian polygraph Ks.emendra,
but which is rather a ‘guide book for everyday transactions for people during the 17th century in Kashmir’ (Lokaprakāśa, p. 1), places the stanza at
the end of a section listing various kinds of rascals (ibid. p. 57). An earlier
Kashmirian text in which we find this verse denouncing a certain monk is
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the hāsya-section of Vallabhadeva’s Subhās.itāvali (No. 2402, I was quoting the quatrain according to this source).
The hero of the poem declares, somewhat proudly, or at least as if speaking about the most natural way of life, that he has actually broken all the
fundamental moral precepts (pañcaśı̄lāni ; since he is a gambler, we can
be quite sure that he often cheats and lies as well) that are compulsory
even for upāsakas, not to speak of bhiks.us. And the way this ‘confession’ blossoms out is also very Buddhistic: the necessary concatenation of
‘meat—wine—sex—poker—villainy’ forms a mock-causal sequence parodying one of the pillars of Buddhist philosophy: the pratı̄tya-samutpāda
(as Siegel has already observed in Siegel 1989:211). Just as we arrive at
avidyā as the ‘basic root’ of all other nidānas, in the same way, after peeling off the outer layers to get to the kernel, our bhiks.u finally announces
the fundamental cause of all his vices: ‘I am the son of a slave’. The
audience (naturally anti-Buddhist, and accepting the orthodox Brahmanical values such as cāturvarn.ya) laughs at the bhiks.u: ‘Of course he is a
rogue, what else can you expect from a lowborn?’ And what else could
you expect from a religion that admits such lowborn rascals?
1.81 ex conj. Isaacson.
1.83 It is the same ‘lack of restraint’ which horrifies the son of a Buddhist merchant in a story of the Kashmirian Somadeva’s Kathāsaritsāgara. The
son despises his father and calls him ‘criminal’ (pāpa) for short, and
when his father asks him why, the son launches an invective which is
a typical example of orthodox Brahmanical aversion towards Buddhism
(Kathāsaritsāgara, 6.1.18–20):
tāta, tyaktatrayı̄dharmas tvam adharmam
. nis.evase|
yad brāhman.ān parityajya śraman.ān śaśvad arcasi||
snānādiyantran.āhı̄nāh. svakālāśanalolupāh.|
apāstasaśikhāśes.akeśakaupı̄nasusthitāh.||
vihārāspadalobhāya sarve ’py adhamajātayah.|
yam āśrayanti kim
. tena saugatena nayena te?||
‘My father, in that you disregard the brāhman.as and always honour Buddhist mendicants, you have abandoned the religion of the three Vedas and
follow anti-religion. What has that doctrine of Sugata got to do with you,
to which all kinds of low-caste men attach themselves, in order to fulfil
their desire to live in a vihāra (or: in a place of pleasure), men who are
devoid of restraints like bathing and the rest, who long to eat whenever
they please, who feel content having discarded their loin-cloth and all their
hair including the lock of hair [on the crown of the head]?’
Brahmanical criticism accused Buddhists of denying caste distinctions
only to justify their illicit relations with low-caste women. The Jain mendicant in the Lat.akamelaka, a prahasana from the 11th century, tries to
keep away from the bhiks.u who is ‘polluted by the touch of people belonging to improper castes’ (asadisajādipham
. sadūsido, p. 25). ‘O, you fool,
there is no caste at all!’ replies the bhiks.u, so how could his favourite
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washerwoman sweetheart pollute him, especially if there is no permanent
Self?
1.84 buxom thora is Māhārās.t.rı̄ for Sanskrit sthūla, in Śaurasenı̄ one would
expect thūla (Pischel §127).
1.86 masquerading as “fruit juice” One might consider accepting the reading of the manuscripts (pakvarasaśabdanihnuta-madyavyapadeśam, ‘which
is concealed behind the word “fruit-juice”, [but] the [real] name of which
is booze’.
Satire insinuates not just that Buddhist monks run after women and
drink wine, but also (what is even worse) that they pretend the opposite.
Hypocrisy is one of the most important targets of satire, and especially
that of the Sanskrit satirical monologue, the bhān.a. When the vit.a in
the Padmaprābhr.taka notices a bhiks.u hurrying out of the courtyard of
a courtesan, it is not Buddhism that he attacks in the first place, but
the depraved behaviour of the monk: ‘O, how excellent is the Buddha’s
teaching, which is being honoured day by day, even if such false, uselessly
shaved monks spoil it! Or rather, the water of a sacred place is not spoiled
because crows have drunk from it.’ (Padmaprābhr.taka, p. 36 (23.5ff.):
aho sāris..thatā buddhaśāsanasya, yad evam
. vidhair api vr.thāmun.d.air asadbhiks.ubhir upahanyamānam
. pratyaham abhipūjyata eva. athavā na vāyasocchis..tam
. tı̄rthajalam upahatam
. bhavati. Although we might suspect
a slight irony in the background, the real target here is the individual,
and not religion as such.) The monk perceives him and tries to beat
it, but the vit.a does not want to miss his chance: ‘He will not get
off unhurt from the range of my word-arrows!’ (Ibid. 23.10: mama
vākśaragocarād aks.ato na yāsyati.) So he addresses the bhiks.u: ‘Hey,
monastery-zombie, where are you going now, alarmed like an owl by daylight?’ (Ibid. 23.13: aho vihāravetāla kvedānı̄m ulūka iva divā śaṅkitaś
carasi? ) The monk gives the worst possible answer: ‘I am just coming from the vihāra.’ (Ibid. 23.14: sām
. pratam
. vihārād āgacchāmı̄ti.)
This is just fuel to the vit.a’s fire: ‘I know that your reverence’s frequenting the monastery (or: your addiction to pleasures, vihāraśı̄latā)
is genuine!’ (Ibid. 23.15: bhūtārtham
. jāne vihāraśı̄latām
. bhadantasya! )
The bhiks.u is still in denial: ‘I have come to comfort with the Buddha’s words Saṅghadāsikā, who is afflicted by the death of her mother.’
(Ibid. 23.18–19: mātr.vyāpattiduh.khitām
. saṅghadāsikām
. buddhavacanaih.
paryavasthāpayitum āgato ’smı̄ti. Cf. Siegel (1989:212–213): ‘It is insinuatingly ambiguous as to just what “to comfort” means, just as it is
ambiguous as to just how the girl “serves” the brotherhood. The equivocality between the incongruous spheres of experience, the religious and
the erotic, creates the comic tension.’) ‘A monk who enters the courtyard of a courtesan, either out of [a moment of] delusion or even by accident, is of no account, like the OM
. used in the sūtras of Dattaka,’ (ibid.
24: veśyāṅgan.am
. pravis..to mohād bhiks.ur yadr.cchayā vāpi| na bhrājate
prayukto dattakasūtres.v ivom
. kārah.||) remarks the vit.a with an edge. But
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the bhiks.u still shields himself with the Buddha’s teaching: ‘Forgive me,
sir, but surely one should be kindly disposed towards all beings.’ (Ibid.
24.1: mars.ayatu bhavān nanu sarvasattves.u prasannacittena bhavitavyam
iti.) Finally the vit.a becomes tired of such a great hypocrisy, especially
when the monk tries to escape under the well-known pretext that he must
not miss breakfast-time, because ‘one should also avoid eating at the inappropriate time’ (ibid. p.37 (24.8): gacchāmy aham akālabhojanam api
parihāryam iti.). ‘Ha, ha! That crowns all!’ explodes the vit.a. ‘That’s all
that was wanting: the meal-time of this monk is running out, although
he has never transgressed the five precepts! Beat it!’ (Ibid. 24.9: hı̄
hı̄ sarvam
. kr.tam. etad avaśis..tam askhalitapañcaśiks.āpadasya bhiks.oh. kālabhojanam atikrāmati. dhvam
. sasva.) And the bhiks.u dashes off, perhaps
with a sigh of relief.
1.86 allegedly fit for vegetarians : “free from the three conditions [of impurity]”. See L. Schmithausen, ‘Essen, ohne zu Töten. Zur Frage von Fleischverzehr und Vegetarismus im Buddhismus’ (in Die Religionen und das
Essen, ed. Perry Schmidt-Leukel, Kreuzlingen: Hugendubel Verlag, 2000),
pp. 151f.: ‘Das Tier ist also nicht eigens für den Buddha geschlachtet worden. Dies (und nicht der Kauf oder die Zubereitung) ist für den Buddha (bzw. die Redaktoren des Vinaya) das Entscheidende, und in diesem
Sinne ist auch die abschließend formulierte Regel zu verstehen, der zufolge die Mönche Fleisch unter der Bedingung annehmen dürfen (oder
sogar müssen?), daß es dreifach rein (tikot.i-parisuddha) ist. Diese Bedingung ist erfüllt, wenn sie weder gesehen noch gehört haben, daß das
Tier eigens für sie geschlachtet worden ist, noch auch einen begründeten Verdacht in diese Richtung hegen. Mit dieser Regel ist, nach Auffassung des Vinaya, der Mönch in den Augen der Gesellschaft (darum
geht es hier!) ausreichend vor Vorwürfen geschützt.’ For further details
about the ‘three conditions’ (dr..s.tam, śrutam, pariśaṅkitam) see also Chandra Shekhar Prasad, ‘Meat-Eating and the Rule of Tikot.iparisuddha’ in
Studies in Pali and Buddhism. A Memorial Volume in Honor of Bhikkhu
Jagdish Kashyap, ed. A. K. Narain, Delhi, 1979, pp. 289–295.
1.88ff. The following two verses are in Māhārās.t.rı̄.
1.88 The faces of the maidservants corresponding to the beverage and their blue
eyes to the water-lily (this interpretation was suggested by Dr. Benson).
1.97 ex conj. The word te in the manuscripts looks superfluous, and can be
explained by dittography.
1.101 ex conj. The Monk will clearly protest against the use of the genitive
case.
1.103 The grammatical rule in question is As..tādhyāyı̄ 1.4.29: ākhyātopayoge.
Patañjali’s examples for the use of śru- with the genitive case-ending are
(Mahābhās.ya ad loc.): nat.asya śr.n.oti, granthikasya śr.n.oti|
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1.104 teaching ex conj. Sanderson. Adding a word with a similar meaning
to the sentence seems to be necessary.
1.108 raving ex conj. Isaacson.
1.108 cultivating the doctrine that. . . ex conj. Isaacson.
1.108 Jayanta remarks in the Nyāyamañjarı̄ that animal sacrifices prescribed
in the Veda often deter the tender-hearted who may say, ‘What would
impiousness be [in a scripture] in which slaughtering living beings is a
meritorious duty?’ (Nyāyamañjarı̄ I 642.11–12: yatra prān.ivadho dharmas
tvadharmah. tatra kı̄dr.śah.? )
1.118 with a noisy mass I supply again vacah. and take kathād.ambaram as
a bahuvrı̄hi. Otherwise ◦ d.ambaram (neuter) does not seem to be in the
right gender; on the other hand, its emendation means that we have to
◦
emend heyam
. and prāyam
. as well.
1.118 Jayanta recommends the use of vāda in the Nyāyamañjarı̄ as follows
(Nyāyamañjarı̄ I 27.1–3): vāde tu vicāryamān.o nyāyah. sam
. śayacchedanenādhyavasitāvabodham adhyavasitābhyanujñām
ca
vidadhat
tattvapariśu.
ddhim ādadhātı̄ti vı̄tarāgaih. śis.yasabrahmacāribhis saha vādah. prayoktavyah.| ‘In a discussion, however, the way of argumentation, inasmuch as
it is examined, produces the realisation of what has been determined and
the consensus in what has been determined through removing the uncertainties, and thus it brings about the faultless ascertainment of reality.
On these grounds the wise who have subdued their passions should enter
into discussion with their disciples and with their fellow-scholars.’ But
on certain occasions other kinds of debate may prove to be more useful
(ibid. 4–6): jalpavitan.d.e tu dus..tatārkikoparacitakapat.adūs.an.ād.ambarasantrāsyamānasaralamatisamāśvāsanena taddhr.dayasthatattvajñānasam
. raks.an.āya kvacid avasare vı̄tarāgasyāpy upayujyete| ‘On some occasions, however, even the wise who have subdued their passions may find it suitable to use wrangling dispute and destructive criticism in order to protect
the knowledge of reality which exists in the heart of the tender-minded,
through fortifying them when they are frightened by the noisy arrogance
of deceitful objections concocted by a vicious logician.’
1.140 The Graduate’s objection asserts that the Buddhist sattvānumāna is not
valid because of the fault of asādhāran.ānaikāntikatā, ‘the impossibility of
drawing a conclusion due to exclusiveness [of the logical reason]’. The
classical example of this fallacy is the fifth syllogism in Diṅnāga’s hetucakra: śabdo nityah. śrāvan.atvāt| ‘Sound is eternal because of its audibility.’
The problem with this syllogism is that the hetu (logical reason or middle
term: ‘audibility’) belongs exclusively to the paks.a (subject or minor term:
‘sound’), and therefore it is impossible to produce an example (dr..s.tānta)
which is different from the paks.a. In the case of sattvānumāna (‘everything
is momentary because of its existence’), we face a similar problem, since
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all existing things are part of the paks.a, and nothing else is left to serve
as a similar instance (sapaks.a). On the other hand, the Buddhist cannot
show a counterexample (vipaks.a) either, the thing which does not possess
the hetu being non-existent in this case. (Compare with the standard Indian example of syllogism: ‘this mountain is fire-possessing, because it is
smoke-possessing, like a kitchen (sapaks.a), unlike a pond (vipaks.a)’.) Cf.
Mimaki 1976, pp. 46ff.
1.141. This means that it is possible to show the concomitance of sattva and
ks.an.ikatva in the following way: ‘something that is not momentary, does
not exist’.
1.142 The second half of this verse clearly contains Buddhist arguments, which
are based on accepting vyatirekavyāpti, therefore Prof. Sanderson’s conjecture seems to be justified.
1.142 The Monk replies to the Graduate’s objection by putting forward the
sādhyaviparyayabādhakapramān.a, ‘a means of valid cognition which refutes the [possibility of the] opposite of the property to be proven [cooccurring with the proving property, i.e. the logical reason (hetu)]’. In the
case of sattvānumāna, this means to establish that the assertion ‘something
that is not momentary, exists’ is not valid. Dharmakı̄rti formulates the argument in the following way (Hetubindu p. 4*,3–7): anvayaniścayo ’pi svabhāvahetau sādhyadharmasya vastutas tadbhāvatayā sādhanadharmabhāvamātrānubandhasiddhih.| sā sādhyaviparyaye hetor bādhakapramān.avr.ttih.|
yathā yat sat tat ks.an.ikam eva, aks.an.ikatve ’rthakriyāvirodhāt tallaks.an.am
.
vastutvam
. hı̄yate| ‘As for the determination of the positive concomitance
in the case of the inherent nature being the logical reason, it is proving that
the [presence of the] property to be established is connected with the mere
presence of the proving property, because [the property to be established]
is in reality the inherent nature of that [thing which possesses the proving property]. This [proving] is the operation of a valid cognition which
refutes [the co-presence of] the logical reason in the case of the opposite
of the property to be established. For instance: Anything that exists is
momentary without exception. If it were not momentary, since [the condition of being non-momentary] contradicts causal efficacy, it would lack
the condition of being an entity, which [condition] is characterised by that
[causal efficacy].’ (Cf. Yoshimizu 1999, p. 234.)
1.146 See note ad 1.50. Kumārila highlights the same problem when he claims
that the theory of vāsanās is incompatible with the postulated momentariness of cognitions (Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) nirālambanavāda
181cd–185ab):
ks.an.ikes.u ca cittes.u vināśe ca niranvaye||
vāsyavāsakayoś caivam asāhityān na vāsanā|
pūrvaks.an.air anutpanno vāsyate nottarah. ks.an.ah.||
uttaren.a vinas..tatvān na ca pūrvasya vāsanā|
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sāhitye ca (v.l. ’pi ) tayor naiva sambandho ’stı̄ty avāsanā||
ks.an.ikatvād dvayasyāpi vyāpāro na parasparam|
vinaśyac ca katham
. vastu vāsyate ’nyena naśyatā||
avasthitā hi vāsyante bhāvā bhāvair avasthitaih.|
‘Since cognitions are momentary and since they perish without a trace,
and since the one that receives the imprint and the other that imparts
it do not exist simultaneously, there can be no impression. The subsequent [cognition-]phase, which has not yet arisen, cannot be imprinted by
the preceding [cognition-]phases, and the preceding [cognition-phase] cannot receive any impression from the subsequent one, since it has already
perished. And even if they existed simultaneously, there could be no connection [of any of the accepted types, e.g. sam
. yoga, samavāya] between
them, and thus there can be no impression. Since both [cognition-phases]
are momentary, they cannot operate on each other. How could something
which is being destroyed be imprinted by another [thing] which is [also]
being destroyed? For [only] enduring entities are imprinted by [other]
enduring entities.’
1.147 The same objection is sprung on Śāntaraks.ita (Tattvasaṅgraha 500):
etenaiva prakāren.a smr.tyādı̄nām asambhavah.|
ekādhikaran.ābhāvāt ks.an.aks.ayis.u vastus.u||
‘In the same way [as we have shown that ‘bondage’ and ‘liberation’ is
interpretable only if there is a single substratum: the Self,] remembrance
etc. would also be impossible if things were momentary, since there would
be no single substratum.’ (As Kamalaśı̄la points out in his commentary,
Mr. Smith would experience something and Mr. Brown would remember
it.)
The Buddhist, however, maintains that causality is sufficient to ensure
such operations as memory (ibid. 501–503):
atrābhidhı̄yate sarve (: conj., ed.: sarva-) kāryakāran.atāsthitau|
satyām avyāhatā ete sidhyanty eva (: conj., ed.: evam
. ) nirātmasu||
yathā hi niyatā śaktir bı̄jāder aṅkurādis.u|
anvayyātmaviyoge ’pi tathaivādhyātmike sthitih.||
pāramparyen.a sāks.ād vā kvacit kiñcid dhi śaktimat|
tatah. karmaphalādı̄nām
. sambandha upapadyate||
‘We answer this objection as follows: if the relation between effect and
cause is present, then all these [operations such as memory] are truly established, without any hinderance, [even] if things do not have a Self. For
just as the capacity of seeds etc. is restricted to [bringing about] sprouts
etc., even if they do not have an [enduring] essence that could be connected
[with both seed and sprout], the same is true about mental [operations].
For [only] a particular thing has the capacity [to cause a particular effect]
at a particular time, either indirectly or directly. That is why relations
such as that of action and result are possible.’
Ibid. 509–510:
atrocyate dvitı̄ye hi ks.an.e kāryam
. prajāyate|
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prathame kāran.am
. jātam avinas..tam
. tadā ca tat||
ks.an.ikatvāt tu tat kāryaks.an.akāle na vartate|
vr.ttau vā viphalam
. kāryam
. nivr.ttam
. tad yatas tadā||
‘We answer [your objections] as follows: the effect follows in the second
moment. In the first [moment] the cause arises, and then [i.e. at that
moment] it does not perish. But since it is momentary, it does not exist
at the moment of the effect. Or if it did exist, it would be useless, since
the effect has already been accomplished by then.’
Ibid. 516–517:
na hi tat kāryam ātmı̄yam
. sam
. dam
. śeneva kāran.am|
gr.hı̄tvā janayaty etad yaugapadyam
. yato bhavet||
nāpi gād.ham
samāli
ṅgya
prakr
tim
.
. . jāyate phalam|
kāmı̄va dayitām
(:
em.,
ed.:
dayitā)
yena sakr.dbhāvas tayor bhavet||
.
‘For this cause does not produce that effect by seizing it as if with a pair of
tongs, since this would mean that [cause and effect exist] simultaneously.
Nor does the effect arise embracing closely its cause as a lover [embraces]
his beloved, as a result of which they would exist at the same moment.
Ibid. 521:
ya ānantaryaniyamah. saivāpeks.ābhidı̄yate|
kāryodaye sadā bhāvo vyāpārah. kāran.asya ca||
‘It is the necessity of immediate succession that is said to be the ‘dependence’ [of the effect on its cause]. And the ‘operation’ of the cause with
respect to the arising of the effect is always its [mere] presence / existence.’
We have already seen (note ad 1.50) that according to Dharmakı̄rti the
condition of being the object of cognition is nothing but the condition of
being the cause which imprints its form on cognition. In the Svavr.tti he
provides a detailed analysis (p. 149,21–150,2): ye kadācit kvacit kenacij
jñātāh. santo na jñāyante tes.ām
. sattānubandhı̄ nāśa iti brūmah.| ta eva
kr.takā anityāh. sādhyante| na hy ayam
. sam
. bhavo ’sti yat te jñānajananasvabhāvāh. punar anas..tā na janayeyur apeks.eran vā param| tajjananasvabhāvasya
nis.patteh.| na ca tes.v anapeks.es.u kasyacit kadācit kim
. cij jñānam
. nivarteta|
na caivam
. bhūtam
. kim
. cid asti| sarvasya kenacid kadācid jñānāt| jñānamātrārthakriyāyām apy asāmarthye vastv eva na syāt| tathā hi tallaks.an.am
.
vastv iti vaks.yāmah.| tasya ca vināśāvyabhicārāt sa sattānubandhı̄| ‘We say
that the perishing of those things which, having been cognised sometime
somewhere by somebody, are not cognised, is attached to [their] existence.
It is these things that are produced [and] are proved to be impermanent.
For it is not possible that those things, which have the inherent nature of
producing cognition, could, while not yet destroyed, not produce [cognition], or that they would require some other [assisting factor], since [their]
inherent nature, which is producing that [i.e. cognition], is complete. And,
since they do not require [some assisting cause], [theoretically] no cognition would ever cease for anyone. But nothing like that [actually] takes
place, for everything is cognised by some particular person at a particular time. [Therefore these cognisable entities must perish.] If [something]
were incapable even to perform the action of merely [producing] cogni23

tion, then it would not even be an entity. To explain, we shall teach that
an entity is characterised by that [i.e. arthakriyākāritva]. And since this
[entity] necessarily perishes, it [i.e. perishing] is attached to existence.’ (I
am following Yoshimizu’s interpretation in Yoshimizu 1999, p. 244f.)
In Ratnakı̄rti’s Sthirasiddhidūs.an.a we find a detailed illustration of the operation of causality in the stream of consciousness (118,14 in Mimaki 1976,
p. 164): tathā hi upādānopādeyabhāvasthitacittasantatim apy āśrityeyam
.
vyavasthā sustheti katham ātmānam
. pratyujjı̄vayatu| tatra kāryakāran.abhāvapratı̄tis tāvad anākulā| tathāpi prāgbhāvivastuniścayajñānasyopādeyabhūtena tadarpitasam
. skāragarbhen.a paścādbhāvivastujñānenāsmin satı̄dam
.
bhavatı̄ti niścayo janyate| ‘To explain, the determination [of the ascertainment of causality] is also well-established resorting to the stream of
consciousness which consists in the relation between the material cause
and its effect, so why should one resuscitate the Self? First of all, the
ascertainment of causality in that [stream] presents no problem. Still [,
to go into further details,] the determination [of positive concomitance] in
the form of ‘when there is A, there is B’ comes about through a cognition of an object that exists subsequently [CB ], which [cognition] is the
effect (upādeya) of [another] determining cognition [CA , being the material cause, upādāna of CB ] of an object that existed previously [A], and
which [cognition, i.e. CB ] contains the impression imprinted by that [i.e.
CA ].’ (I am following Mimaki’s interpretation.)
1.149 ex conj. Isaacson. If one follows Raghavan and Thakur’s conjecture,
the second sentence requires a masculine subject, and bhoga is the only
candidate I could think of. One might also consider conjecturing hetuphalabhāvavaśas tu ko ’pi.
1.149 Kumārila argues that causality does not work in the way the Buddhist
imagines it (Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) śūnyavāda 171cd–172ab):
santānāntaravac cais.ām
. nis.edhyā hetusādhyatā||
vāsyavāsakabhāvaś ca jñānatvād ekasantatau|
‘The condition of being cause or effect and the relation between something
that receives an imprint and something that imparts it must be rejected
between these [cognitions in] the same continuum, since they are cognitions, just as [cognitions in] another continuum.’
Ibid. 176cd–177cd:
caitrajñānam
. tadudbhūtajñānām
. śagrāhyabodhakam||
jñānatvān na bhaved yadvat tasya dehāntarodbhavam|
‘The cognition of Smith cannot ascertain an object of cognition which is
a section of the cognition that has arisen in him, because it is a cognition,
just as [a cognition] that has arisen in another body [cannot ascertain] it
[i.e. Smith’s cognition].’
Later he shows that whether one denies or accepts the working of causality
in the continuum of cognition-phases, this continuum cannot fulfil the role
of a stable entity (Ślokavārttika (with Nyāyaratnākara) ātmavāda 33cd–
34):
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janmāntare ’bhyupete ’pi jñānamātrātmavādinām||
jñānānām
. ks.an.ikatvād dhi kartr.bhoktranyatā bhavet|
nis.kriyatvāvibhutvābhyām
. na ca dehāntarāśritih.||
‘For even though rebirth is accepted [by the Buddhists], the one who acts
and the one who experiences [the results of this action] would be different
for those who hold that the ‘Self’ is merely [a stream of] cognitions, because of the momentariness of [the individual] cognitions [in this stream],
and, since [the cognition-phases] are inactive and not omnipresent, they
cannot attach themselves to another body.’
Ibid. 36–40:
kartr.tvam eva duh.sādham
. dı̄rghakāles.u karmasu|
satsu jñānasahasres.u kulakalpopamam
. hi tat||
vyatirikto hi santāno yadi nābhyupagamyate|
santāninām anityatvāt kartā kaścin na labhyate||
bhoktur atyantabhedāc ca prasajyetākr.tāgamah.|
kr.tanāśam
. tu na brūmah. kr.tam
. naiva hi kenacit||
santānānanyatāyām
tu
vācoyuktyantaren
.
. a te|
tatra coktam, na cāvastu santānah. kartr.tām
. vrajet||
santānaks.an.ikatve ca tad eva, aks.an.ikas tv atha|
siddhāntahānih., evam
. ca so ’pi dravyāntaram
. bhavet||
‘In the case of activities which require a long time, it is impossible to establish that there could be any performer at all. For even though there might
be thousands of cognition-phases, [if you say that they are the agent,] this
would be like a ritual procedure [which is performed in stages over several
generations] of a family. For if you do not accept that there is an [entity
called] ‘stream’ [of consciousness] which is separate [from the individual
cognitions], we find no agent because of the impermanence of the members of the stream. And since the one that experiences [the result of the
action] is completely different [from the agent], it would follow that one
would attain [the result of] an act one did not perform. As for the loss
of [the result of one’s] action, we do not [even] mention it, since nobody
has performed any action at all. [If you accept that the continuum is a
real entity], if the continuum is not different [from the individual cognitions], then [you would be talking about] these [cognitions] using another
expression, and I have already set forth the objection against this [position]. On the other hand [, if you say that the continuum is separate and
permanent,] the continuum cannot become the agent, inasmuch as it is
a non-entity [since only momentary entities exist in your system]. If the
continuum is momentary, then the same [objection would apply as in the
case of momentary cognitions]. If it is not momentary [and still a real
entity], then you would be giving up your own doctrine, and in this way
it would also be a another substance [i.e. the ātman].
Ibid. 43–50:
santāno ’yam
. sa eveti na tv abhedād vinā bhavet|
vāyudı̄pādisantāne vāyutvādir na bhidyate||
jñānatvenāpy abhinnatvam
. śūnyavāde nirākr.tam|
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tathaiva karmabhir ves..tā phalārtham
. cittavāsanā||
na cātra vāsanākālam
kiñcic
cittam
avasthitam|
.
avastutvāc ca santānah. karmabhir naiva vāsyate||
tatpāramparyajāte ’pi bhuñjāne karman.ah. phalam|
tādātmyena vinā spas..tau kr.tanāśākr.tāgamau||
santānāntarajebhyaś ca yo hetuphalabhāvatah.|
viśes.ah. so ’pi dussādhah. parihāro na cānayoh.||
tasminn asaty api brūyāh. parihāram
. tvam anyathā|
samānapr.thivı̄vāsajñānatvādyaviśes.atah.||
samāna iti nāpy etad ekatvānugamād vinā|
tena yaccittajam
. tasya santāna iti vo mr..sā||
na hi yacchabdatacchabdau vartete bhinnavastuni|
tenaikātmakatais..tavyā tatsantānātmavādibhih.||
‘[If you say that] it is the same continuum [that performed the action]:
it cannot be unless [these two] are not separate. In the case of [other]
‘streams’ such as wind or light, the condition of being ‘wind’ etc. is not
different [from moment to moment]. As for [your claim that] it is not unchanging inasmuch as it is cognition: this was refuted in the [chapter on]
śūnyavāda. And similarly the impression on consciousness which you postulate accounting for a fruit [produced] by actions [has also been refuted].
Furthermore, no cognition remains as long as the impression [exists, since
cognitions are momentary]. And the continuum, since it is not a real entity
[for you, inasmuch as it is permanent], actions do not leave their imprint
on it in any way. Even if [you say that a cognition-phase] arisen in the
same [uninterrupted] series experiences the result of the action [performed
by another cognition-phase in the same series], without the identity [of
the one who acts and the one who experiences the result, the unwanted
consequences of] the loss [of the result] of something that has been done
and the attainment [of the result] of something that has not been done
are evident. Furthermore, it is also impossible to prove [that there is a]
causality-based difference [of the cognition-phase that experiences the result] from [cognition-phases] arisen in other streams, and the two [above
mentioned unwanted consequences] cannot be avoided. Even if there is no
[difference caused by causality], you may say that [the above mentioned
unwanted consequences] can be avoided in another way, [but then not just
the agent cognition-phase and the experiencing cognition-phase would be
connected by common characteristics] because [characteristics] such as being in the same earth, or having the same condition of being cognition can
be equally applied [to cognitions in other continuums as well]. And to say
that something is the ‘same’ is not possible without accepting [its] ‘oneness’. Therefore you are wrong [when you say] ‘it is the stream of that
[awareness] from which awareness [the agent-cognition] has arisen’, since
the words ‘that—which’ cannot refer to separate things. Therefore those
who hold the theory that the Self is the stream of those [cognition-phases]
have to accept that [these cognitions] have a single nature.’
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1.153 Note the similarity between the Buddhist sādhyaviparyayabādhakapramān.a,
‘a means of valid cognition which refutes the [possibility of the] opposite
of the property to be proven [co-occurring with the proving property, i.e.
the logical reason (hetu)]’, and the Graduate’s claim that ‘the proving
property [inheres in a locus that possesses] the opposite of the property
to be proved’, sādhyaviparyayasādhana. In other words, the Buddhist
put forth an argument which refuted that non-momentary entities exist,
while the Mı̄mām
. saka proves that only those things exist which are nonmomentary, since only permanent things have causal efficacy which is a
defining characteristic of existence.
1.159 the cause of a different continuum The Buddhist certainly denies
that perishing is an effect (see Abhidharmakośabhās.ya p. 193, quoted in
note ad 1.48). Dharmakı̄rti also points out that the so-called ‘causes of destruction’ actually produce a different entity (Pramān.avārtika with svavr.tti (Gnoli) p. 141,25–142,3): agninā kās..tham
. dan.d.ena ghat.a iti vināśahetavo
bhāvānām
dr
śyante|
anvayavyatirekānuvidhānam
. .
. hetutadvator laks.an.am
.
āhuh.| na| pūrvasya svarasanirodhe ’nyasya viśis..tapratyayāśrayen.a vikr.tasyotpatteh.| ‘[Opponent:] We see that things have causes for their perishing, for instance a log is [destroyed] by fire, a pot by a staff. The
defining characteristic of cause and effect is said to be [their] conformity
in presence and absence [e.g. when fire is present, the log is destroyed,
when fire is not present, the log remains]. [Buddhist:] You are wrong. For
when the previous [thing-phase] perishes due to its own essence, another
[thing-phase] arises which is different because it depends on the particular
causes [of its coming into being].’
Also Ślokavārttika (with Nyāyaratnākara) śabdanityatādhikaran.a 24cd–
29ab (presenting the Buddhist position):
hetur yasya vināśo ’pi tasya dr..s.to ’ṅkurādivat||
vināśasya vināśas tu nāsti tasmād akr.trimah.|
bhavati hy agnisambandhāt kās..thād aṅgārasantatih.||
mudgarādihatāc cāpi kapālam
. jāyate ghat.āt|
svābhāviko vināśas tu jātamātrapratis..thitah.||
sūks.mah. sadr.śasantānavr.tter anupalaks.itah.|
yadā vilaks.an.o hetuh. patet sadr.śasantatau||
vilaks.an.ena kāryen.a sthūlo ’bhivyajyate tadā|
tenāsadr.śasantāno hetoh. sañjāyate yatah.||
tenaivākriyamān.o ’pi nāśo ’bhivyajyate sphut.ah.|
‘Something that has a cause [of its arising] is also observed to perish, just
as a sprout [having a seed as its cause]. But perishing does not perish,
therefore it is not produced. For from a log, as a result of contact with fire,
a [new] continuum of embers comes into being, and from a pot, too, hit by a
hammer for instance, shards come about. Perishing, however, is inherent,
established as soon as [the thing] arises, subtle, [and] unnoticed because
it takes place in a uniform continuum. When a dissimilar cause affects
the uniform continuum, because of the dissimilar effect [that is produced],
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then [perishing] shows itself to be gross. Thus it is a dissimilar continuum
that is produced by the cause, and for this reason perishing, although it
is not being produced, is clearly manifested by that very [cause].’
1.160 Possible reference to the view of the Mı̄mām
. sakas who hold that when
one pronounces the eternal śabda, it is only manifested, and not actually
produced, so it is different from other effects.
Kumārila first shows that for the Buddhist the perishing of a pot is spontaneous, but since it is very subtle, we notice it only when the hammer
operates upon it and produces shards (see note ad 1.159 above). Now this
goes against the objection made in Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.1.6 (see Śābarabhās.ya
ad loc. (ŚBh(Y) ad 1.1.6, p. 60): prayatnād uttarakālam
. dr.śyate yatah.,
atah. prayatnānantaryāt tena kriyate| ‘Since sound śabda is perceived only
after the effort [of its utterance], therefore, because it immediately follows
the effort, it is produced by that [effort]’), since just as perishing is only
manifested (according to the Buddhist) by the so-called ‘causes of destruction’, in the same way the eternal sound (śabda) is only manifested, not
produced, by utterance (dhvani ) (see Ślokavārttika (with Nyāyaratnākara) śabdanityatādhikaran.a 29cd–30ab). As Kumārila says (ibid. 42):
yathā ghat.āder dı̄pādir abhivyañjaka is.yate|
caks.us.o ’nugrahād evam
. dhvanih. syāc chrotrasam
. skr.teh.||
‘Just as a lamp for instance is accepted as the manifesting agent of things
such as a pot through affecting the eye, in the same way utterance [manifests śabda] through its impression upon the ear.’ (See also ibid. 394 seqq.
on the eternal ‘actions’ (kriyā, karma) which are not always perceived due
to the lack of manifesting agents, but are nevertheless always present in
perceptible objects.)
1.166 because the separation of their constituents etc. must inevitably
take place. ex conj. Verse 38 in Raghavan and Thakur’s edition is
clearly unmetrical, as the editors have already suspected (p. 105: ‘1.38 and
II1.42 are possibly no verse.’). In fact it seems that when the scribe wrote
down the second vināśakāran.am (after na ca nāsti ), he jumped back to the
first vināśakāran.am (after yasya hi nāsti ), and continued with repeating
ākāśāder iva bhavatv asau nityah.| kim
. jātam? na ca nāsti vināśakāran.am.
1.177 Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) śūnyavāda 71:
na cātra karan.ajñānagrāhakākāravedanam|
grāhyatvam
. yena buddheh. syād abhinnatve ’pi pūrvavat||
‘And in this case [i.e. when a form such as blue is being cognised] there is
no ascertaining of the forms belonging to the instrument [of cognition], to
the cognition [itself], and to the grasping agent, by which [ascertaining]
consciousness could become the object of cognition, even though there
was no difference [among the object, the subject, and the instrument of
cognition], just as in the previous case [i.e. the case of the Self].’
Umbeka’s comm. ad loc. (p. 258): na tv atra nı̄lānubhave ‘nı̄lam aham’
ity ātmatayā bhāsante nı̄lādayah., ‘nı̄lam’ ity anātmatayā pratibhāsanāt|
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(. . . ) nātra nı̄lādau karan.ajñānagrāhakākāravedanam asti, yena buddhir
eva nı̄lādibhāvena prakāśeta| ākāravedanam iti ca karan.ādis.u pratyekam
.
sambadhyate| yadi nı̄lādayo grāhakatvenāvabhāsante grāhako vā nı̄lādigrāhyatayāvabhāsate (: conj., ◦ seta: ed.), tadā pratibhāsabalenābhinnasyaiva
prakāśyaprakāśakabhāvo bhavet| ‘But in the case of the perception of [colours]
such as blue, [these colours] such as blue do not appear [as if] they were
[cognition’s] own self, in the form of ‘I am blue’, because they become
manifest as being different from [cognition’s] own self, in the form of ‘[this
is] blue’. (. . . ) The ascertaining of the forms belonging to the instrument
[of cognition], to the cognition [itself], and to the grasping agent are not
included in [the cognition of forms] such as blue, due to which [ascertaining] consciousness alone would shine forth having the nature of [forms]
such as blue. As for ‘the perception of [their] form’: this is connected one
by one with the instrument [, the cognition, and the agent]. If [forms]
such as blue appeared as the agent of grasping, or the agent of grasping
appeared as the object of grasping such as ‘blue’, then, because of appearing [in that way], it would be an undivided [object-subject] that would
[simultaneously] have the nature of the object that is shone on and the
subject that shines on.’
Cf. Śābarabhās.ya(F) p. 28,17–30,13.
1.181 For this is the way lights are. Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) śūnyavāda 184–187ab:
vyāpr.tam
. cānyasam
. vittau jñānam
. nātmānam r.cchati|
tena prakāśakatve ’pi bodhāyānyat pratı̄ks.ate||
ı̄dr.śam
. vā prakāśatvam
. tasyārthānubhavātmakam|
na cātmānubhavo ’sty asyety ātmano na prakāśakam||
sati prakāśakatve ’pi vyavasthā dr.śyate yathā|
rūpādau caks.urādı̄nām
. tathātrāpi bhavis.yati||
prakāśakatvam
. bāhye ’rthe śaktyabhāvāt tu nātmani|
‘And when cognition is engaged in ascertaining something else [i.e. the
object], it does not reach itself. Therefore, although it is an agent which
shines on [other things], it expects another [cognition] for being cognised
[itself]. Or rather, such is its condition of being a light: it consists in the
ascertaining of the object, but there is no ascertaining of itself, so it does
not shine on its own self. Just as [sense organs] such as the faculty of
sight, even though they do have the nature of shining on [other things],
are seen to be restricted to [their objects] such as colour, it will be in the
same way in this case, too [i.e. in the case of cognition]: its condition of
being the agent of illuminating [operates] upon the external object, but
not upon its own self, because it is not capable [of doing that].’
See also Umbeka’s comm. ad loc. (p. 284): anātmavis.ayam
. caitasya
prakāśakatvam, nātmavis.ayam, yato ‘nı̄lam idam’ iti pratibhāsah., na punar
‘nı̄lam aham’ itı̄ty āha ‘ı̄dr.śam’ iti| ‘Its [i.e. cognition’s] condition of being
the agent of illuminating has as its object things that are not [cognition]
itself, [and] it does not have [cognition] itself as its object [or freer: its il-
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luminating is directed towards what is not itself, not towards itself], since
there is an appearance in the form of ‘this is blue’, and not in the form of
‘I am blue’; that is why [Kumārila] says “[Or rather], such is. . . ”.’ (See
also Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā), śūnyavāda 65–67.)
1.181 ‘The three lights illuminate themselves and other things.’ Cf.
Svopajñavr.tti ad Vākyapadı̄ya 1.12 (VP(V) 1966, p. 43): iha trı̄n.i jyotı̄m
. .si
trayah. prakāśāh. svarūpapararūpayor avadyotakāh.| tad yathā, yo ’yam
jāta.
vedā yaś ca purus.es.v āntarah. prakāśo yaś ca prakāśāprakāśayoh. prakāśayitā
śabdākhyah. prakāśah.| ‘In this world there are three lustres, three lights
which illuminate their own form and the form of other things: namely,
that which is [called] jātavedas [i.e. fire], that which is the inner light
inside men [i.e. consciousness], and that which illuminates both shining
entities [that is all the three lights] and non-shining ones [e.g. pots], and
which light is called ‘word’.
1.181 But it is not really cognition that shines forth then. . . Cf. Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) śūnyavāda 74:
yadā tu grāhyam ākāram
. nı̄lādi pratipadyate|
na tadā grāhakākārā sam
. vittir dr.śyate kvacit||
‘But when [consciousness] ascertains the form that is to be grasped, such
as blue, consciousness, which has the form of the grasping agent, is seen
nowhere.’
1.181 And forms such as blue. . . ex conj. Similar sentence-structure in Nyāyamañjarı̄ I 611.11–12: nāpy anumānam, anvayavyatirekābhyām
. tr.ptibhojanayor iva svargayāgayoh. sādhyasādhanasambandhānavadhāran.āt| Another
possible conjecture was suggested by Isaacson: anvayavyatirekābhyām
.
tasya gotvādivad abodharūpatvāvadhāran.ād iti|
This argument can be compared with the following passage in the Ślokavārttika (Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) śūnyavāda 130–132):
atha saty api bhinnatve grāhyam
. jñānāntaram
. vadet|
jñānatve tasya kā yuktih. pūrvoktā yadi ses.yate||
jñānam
. jñānam itı̄ttham
. tu na dvayor anuvartate|
vyatiriktam
. ca sāmānyam
. tvayā nābhyupagamyate||
vyatireke tayoś ces..te (: this is the reading of three manuscripts as
Dr Kataoka pointed out to me in an e-mail of 19. x. 2001;
Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) has grāhyagrāhakayoś ces..tā,
while Ślokavārttika (with Kāśikā) reads vyatireke tayor jñānān)
na jñānātmakatā bhavet|
tadrūparahitatve ca jñānābhāvah. prasajyate||
‘If [the opponent] said that, even though [the subject and the object of
cognition are] different, [still] the object is another cognition—what is
the argument for that [i.e. the object] being cognition? If [the opponent
replies that it is] the [reason] mentioned before [namely just a matter of
usage], this [ground] is accepted. But we do not have a recurrent cognition [anuvr.tti ] of both [object and subject and cognition] in this way:
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‘[this one is] cognition [and the other one is also] cognition’; besides you
do not assent to a general property which is separate. And [if the Buddhist accepted the existence of the general property of jñānatva, and] if he
held that they [i.e. grāhya and grāhaka] are [completely] separate [from
jñānatva], then [neither of them] could have the nature of cognition. And
since [neither of them] has the character of [cognition], it follows that cognition does not exist [at all].’ (In the following verses Kumārila refutes
various attempts of his Buddhist opponent to connect jñāna with both
grāhya and grāhaka.)
1.185 As we shall see, the Graduate is going to postpone bathing again, because
he cannot help entering into a discussion with potential opponents, which
also means that he is postponing lunch, to the great regret of his pupil.
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2.1ff. The theme of the following praveśaka is not without parallels in Sanskrit
dramatic literature. Among the dramatists preceding Jayanta one might
think of two examples: Hars.a’s Nāgānanda and Bhavabhūti’s Mālatı̄mādhava. In Bhavabhūti’s play Makaranda, in the disguise of Mālatı̄, is wedded to Nandana, and later he rudely repulses his impassioned ‘husband’
on the bridal night (Act 7). The third act of Hars.a’s play provides a closer
parallel which may well have served as a model for Jayanta. The drunken
vit.a enters the garden to meet his ladylove. Meanwhile the vidūs.aka puts
on a red garment to disguise himself as a woman in order to mislead the
bees in the same garden. The vit.a naturally mistakes him for his sweetheart, embraces the vidūs.aka and offers him some chewed pān. When the
unhappy vidūs.aka tries to get rid of his ‘lover’, the vit.a falls at his feet
to conciliate ‘her’. At this moment the vit.a’s real beloved appears and
witnesses with astonishment that her man is lying at the feet of another
woman. Then she quickly realises that that ‘other woman’ is actually
the vidūs.aka, and decides to make fun of both of them. When the unlucky vidūs.aka unveils himself he is insulted by the vit.a’s servant who
even breaks his sacred thread. And his tortures have not come to an end
yet: the vit.a’s girlfriend demands him to bow at her feet, which the poor
vidūs.aka, having lost his sacred thread and not being able to recall any
Vedic mantras, cannot refuse to do on the strength of his brahmanhood.
2.3ff. The Servant speaks Māgadhı̄, the Mendicant and the Nun speak Śaurasenı̄.
2.3 comfortless ex conj. Both the reading of the manuscripts (viśam
. cate) and
Raghavan and Thakur’s emendation (viśam
. caye, post correctionem) is
unmetrical. (The verse is in viyoginı̄ metre.)
2.3 household ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur. The reading of the manuscripts (vam
. mhan.avāśı̄i, sing. gen./instr. fem.?) is unmetrical.
2.4 has no n.asti (the reading of the manuscripts) is a correct form in Māgadhı̄
(see Pischel §310, §498, Hemacandra 4.289.)
2.4 own masters The correct Māgadhı̄ form of Sanskrit bhat..takah. should be
bhast.ake according to Hemacandra 4.290 (see Pischel §271), bhaśt.ake
according to Rāmaśarman 2.2.16, and it may be bhas.take according to
Purus.ottama 12.10.
2.4 errands ān.ā seems to be an acceptable Māgadhı̄ form of Sanskrit ājñā (cf.
ān.avedi, Pischel §276).
2.4 thinks up are such that ex conj. Sanskrit ks.a becomes ska in Māgadhı̄
according to Vararuci 11.8, hka (with jihvāmūlı̄ya) according to Hema¯
candra 4.296 (except for peskadi and ācaskadi, ibid. 4.297), śka according
to Rāmaśarman 2.2.15 and Purus.ottama 12.6. Both Purus.ottama (12.8)
and Rāmaśarman (2.2.15) remark that the consonants of Sanskrit ks.a are
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reversed in Māgadhı̄ (i.e. it becomes ska). A parallel phenomenon which
might be worthy of note is that the name of king Huvis.ka sometimes appears as Huvaks.a or Huviks.a in inscriptions (see Sircar 1991, No. 52,
53).
In our play the most frequent reading is .ska in the Māgadhı̄ sections,
which may be explained as the transposition of the consonants of Sanskrit
ks.a, even if strictly speaking it does not agree with any of the above mentioned Prakrit grammars. On the other hand, sometimes we find kkha in
the Māgadhı̄ passages, which is the Śaurasenı̄ form of ks.a.
The word eśu seems to be used in the sense of atra in the Māgadhı̄ passages, on the analogy of which I conjectured yasu > yeśu in this sentence.
2.4 drink The use of pijjadi as a passive form seems to be odd (and perhaps
incorrect), especially since pivı̄adi has already been used just a few lines
above. Pischel §539 mentions pijjaı̈ as a Māhārās.t.rı̄ form.
2.4 Sooty Instead of changing Sanskrit jja into yya in Māgadhı̄, one might apply the rule that in Māgadhı̄ the palatalisation of the cavarga-consonants
is distinct (Purus.ottama 12.13: cuh. spas..tatālavyah.; Vararuci 11.5: cavargasya spas..tatā tathoccaran.ah.; Rāmaśarman 2.2.18cd: cavargakān.ām upari
prayojyo yuktes.u cāntah.sthayakāra eva).
2.4 go and see Sanskrit (and Śaurasenı̄) ccha becomes śca in Māgadhı̄ (see
Purus.ottama 12.11, Hemacandra 4.295, Rāmaśarman 2.2.18). In Śāradā
script, cca and śca look very similar, which may explain the gacca reading
of our manuscripts.
pekkha is a Śaurasenı̄ form. One might consider emending to peska, the
form prescribed by Hemacandra 4.297 (the way our manuscripts write
kkha is hardly distinguishable from ska), or to pes.ka, following the most
frequent usage of our manuscripts.
2.4 the monk Jinarákshita jin.aras.kidabhikkhū is a half-Māgadhı̄ half-Śaurasenı̄ form. Later the Servant will refer to the Jain abbot as jin.arakkhidabhikkhū, however the word bhis.kun.o (not in compound) will also occur
once. Cf. Steiner 1997, pp. 16f.: ‘[D]ie stillschweigend zugrunde liegende
Prämisse, nach der jeder Dichter tatsächlich in einer ganz genauen und
konsistenten Weise Prakrit schrieb (oder diktierte), [ist] problematisch.
Hat es jemals ein vollkommen reguliertes Prakrit und insbesondere eine
konsequent durchgehaltene Orthographie gegeben? Ist es nicht vorstellbar,
daß die Prakrit sprechenden Charaktere gelegentlich verschiedene grammatische und phonetische Formen ein und desselben Wortes gebraucht
haben?’
2.4 I’ve no idea The Māgadhı̄ form of Sanskrit jānāmi should be yān.ami /
yān.āmi according to the grammarians (Hemacandra 4.292, Vararuci 11.4,
Pischel §§ 236, 454, 510), but in the old Nepalese manuscript of the
Nāgānanda we find jān.adi in a Māgadhı̄ passage. As Steiner remarks,
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‘Vermutlich beruht die Aufteilung der Formen Ś. jān.adi und Mg. yān.ādi
wiederum nur auf einer Fiktion.’ (Steiner 1997, p. 173.)
2.4 scattered ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur accept the reading of the
manuscripts (vistı̄e), but I am not sure that the chāyā they give (vistr.tā)
is possible. pam
. śukan.ā is also suspect since, as Prof. Sanderson has
pointed out, ‘dust’ is more likely to be strewn with hair than ‘specks of
dust’.
2.4 plucked-out, awn-like hair Pulling out the hair in five handfuls is part
of the ceremony (dı̄ks.ā) that initiates the aspirant into Jain mendicancy
(see Jaini p. 245). Both Buddhist and Brahmanical authors frequently
refer to this practice as the most striking example of the various ‘unnecessary’ austerities of the Jains. For example Prajñākaramati glosses the
expression sukhenaiva sukham
. pravr.ddham in his commentary to Bodhicaryāvatāra 1.7 as ‘not with great pain, like pulling out the hair, etc.’,
na śiroluñcanādinā mahatā kas..tena (cf. Granoff 1992 p. 39, n. 3). But
already Vasubandhu comments on Abhidharmakos.a 4.73ab (prān.ātipātah.
sañcintya parasyābhrāntimāran.am, ‘taking away life is to kill another deliberately, not by mistake’) in a slightly satirical way: ‘abuddhipūrvād
api prān.ivadhāt kartur adharmah., yathā agnisam
. yogād dāhah.’ iti nirgranthāh.| tes.ām
. *parastrı̄darśanasam
. sparśana (v.l. paradāradarśane ’py)
es.a prasaṅgah., nirgranthaśiroluñcane ca kas..tatapodeśane ca śāstuh., tadvisūcikāmaran.e ca dātuh.| ‘The Jains teach: one who takes away life is
guilty, even if he has not resolved it beforehand, just as one gets burnt because of contact with fire. [But in that case,] when they [unintentionally]
see or touch the wife of another, it carries the same consequence for them,
and for [their] teacher when the Jains pull out their hair or when he gives
instructions to practise hard austerities, and for the donor when they die
of cholera (or indigestion, ajı̄rn.a, according to Yaśomitra) [because of the
food he gave them].’
Jayanta also found it a ridiculous idea that extreme tortures can lead to
salvation (Nyāyamañjarı̄, vol. II, p. 520.7–14):
kacaniluñcanadikpat.adhāran.aks.itidharākraman.akramapūrvakam|
ks.apan.akās tv apavargam uśanty amı̄
hy atitarām
. paramārthavidas tu te||
lomnām
. nityam asam
. bhavāt khalatayo moks.am
. ks.an.āt prāpnuyuh.
(nityam asam
. bhavāt em. : nityasambhavāt ed.)
sam
. sāroparamo digambaratayā sadyas tiraścām
. bhavet|
muktāh. syuh. giriśr.ṅgavāsina ime śaśvattadārohan.āt
jantūnām apavargavartma nikat.am
. kenedr.śam
. darśitam||
‘As for these Jains, they hold that deliverance depends on the procedure of plucking out the hair, wearing the air as garment, and climbing
mountains. Now they are indeed deeply knowledgable about the ultimate
reality! The bald would attain liberation in a flash since they can never
have hair; transmigration would immediately cease for the animals since
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they are sky-clad; those who live on the peaks of mountains would be
liberated since they always mountaineer. Who showed the creatures such
a shortcut to deliverance?’
2.4 since here According to the grammarians initial ya should be retained in
Māgadhı̄ (see Hemacandra 4.292, Purus.ottama 12.5, Rāmaśarman 2.2.14,
Pischel §252). The manuscripts of the Āgamad.ambara, however, often
have relative pronouns with initial j in their Māgadhı̄ passages. Cf. note
ad 2.4.
2.4 harpy According to Hemacandra 4.289, Sanskrit .s.ta should become st.a
in Māgadhı̄; dut..tha is the Śaurasenı̄ form (see Pischel §303). But cf.
Lüders, Bruchstücke, p. 36, fr. 22a2: [i]t..thā.
2.7 notices Cf. note ad 2.4.
2.7 To be sure. . . According to Pischel (§94), in Māgadhı̄ and Śaurasenı̄
kkhu (and not khu) should stand after -e, -o, and short vowels. In our
manuscripts, however, we find khu both after -e and -o. Steiner points out
the same phenomenon in the old Nepalese manuscript of the Nāgānanda,
in the fragments of Aśvaghos.a’s plays (see Lüders, Bruchstücke, p. 51)
and in other texts as well (Steiner 1997, pp. 195f.), and draws the following conclusion: ‘Zusammenfassend läßt sich also sagen, daß die Schreibung
der Aśvaghos.a-Fragmente, der ,,Bhāsa“-Mss (in der überwiegenden Zahl
der Fälle) und des ältesten Nāg.-Textzeugen A (ebenso wie die erwähnten
Inschriften, und zumindest teilweise auch die Mālatı̄m.-Mss und die beiden Mudr.-Mss MN) die urschprüngliche Orthographie der Partikel khu
wiederspiegeln dürften.’ (Steiner 1997, p. 198.)
2.7 all I need According to Hemacandra (4.293), Sanskrit śūnya should become śuñña in Māgadhı̄; in the fragments of Aśvaghos.a’s plays Sanskrit ny
appears as ññ in Śaurasenı̄ (Lüders, Bruchstücke, p. 48). Cf. Pischel
§282, who also notes that in the manuscripts of the plays we find only n.n..
2.7 broom of peacock feathers picchiā seems to be a Śaurasenı̄ form, one
might consider emending it to the more Māgadhı̄-looking piściā. Cf. however Lüders, Bruchstücke, pp. 35f, fr. 22.a.2: vicchad.d.. . .
2.7 that she had been holding and then left behind ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur. I am uncertain both in the reading and in the interpretation of this sentence. paliccaı̈a seems to be an absolutive form (cf.
Pischel §590), and the manuscripts suggest śā n.u khavan.iā, but I cannot
interpret leśam
. dhayālidāpaliccaı̈a.
2.7 I am According to Pischel (§145, §498) the correct Māgadhı̄ form of asmi
is smi ; mhi is in Śaurasenı̄.
2.7 please tell ācakkhadu is a Śaurasenı̄ form. One may consider emending it
to ācaskadu, the form prescribed by Hemacandra (the way our manuscripts
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write kkha is hardly distinguishable from ska), or ācas.kadu, following the
most frequent usage of our manuscripts.
2.8 It seems. . . According to Pischel (§143, §336, see also Vararuci 12.24,
Purus.ottama 9,29), ‘via is the single prevailing form in Śaurasenı̄ and
Māgadhı̄’ for Sanskrit iva, while Māhārās.t.rı̄, Ardhamāgadhı̄, and JainaMāhāras.t.rı̄ have va, vva (Pischel §92, §143). In Hemacandra’s grammar,
however, we find the following general rule (2,182): miva piva viva vva va
via ivārthe vā|
2.11 let us not waste our breath The Māgadhı̄ form of Sanskrit tis..thati is
cis..thadi (v.l. ciśt.a-, cit..ta-) according to Vararuci 11.14, cit..thadi according
to Purus.ottama 12.33, and cis..thadi (v.l. cit..tha-) according to Hemacandra
4.298. Pischel votes for cis..tha- (§483). Cf. note ad 2.4.
2.11 execrable ex conj. Cf. Pischel §222: Māhārās.t.rı̄ d.ad.d.ha, Śaurasenı̄
dad.d.ha.
2.11 Please tell. . . Cf. note ad 2.7.
2.12 to his disciples According to Pischel §370, Śaurasenı̄ and Māgadhı̄ ‘except in verses, have only the form in -ān.am
. ’ as plur. gen.
2.12 But. . . Pischel writes in §184 that in Māhārās.t.rı̄, Jaina-Māhāras.t.rı̄,
Śaurasenı̄, and Māgadhı̄ we find un.a in the sense of ‘now’, ‘however’, and
also after anusvāra.
2.13 piled-up As Raghavan and Thakur point out (p. 118), ‘Pkt. lajjānihān.am
.
suggests nidhānam
. . nidānam
. gives better meaning.’ Actually the mss read
◦
n.ihān.e, masc. nidhānam means ‘pile, hoard, mass’, nidānam would mean
‘cause’.
2.13 shame Cf. note ad 2.4.
2.15 I turned a recluse Cf. Pischel’s note ad Hemacandra 4.225: ‘In der
Mâgadhı̂ steht 114, 7. 8 [referring to Mr.cchakat.ikā, ed. Stenzler, Bonnae
1847] pavvajide mit einfachem j, was sich zu Pâli pabbajito stellt und daher
schwerlich anzufechten ist.’
2.17 The Servant’s speech is full of Śaurasenı̄ forms. I have changed s to ś and r
to l, but one might consider more radical emendations to get “proper” Māgadhı̄ forms (◦ vilala◦ , ◦ yŏvvan.alas.kan.āe, an.iścam
. tı̄e, aśis.kidamaan.alaśāe,
talun.a◦ ). On the other hand, Servant may actually try to speak a kind of
Śaurasenı̄ in his rôle of a Jain nun, and a medley of the two languages is
the result.
2.19 firm-fisted I am uncertain of the meaning here. d.ad.d.hamut..thı̄e suggests
dagdhamus..tyām
. as its chāyā, which I cannot interpret, perhaps it is some
obscene expression. On the other hand, dr.d.hamus..tı̄, ‘close-fisted’ is a wellattested word, but it would become dad.ha- in Śaurasenı̄ and Māgadhı̄ (see
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Pischel §242; in fact a few lines below we shall read dad.ham
. tae khalı̄kado
mhi ). I am inclined to read d.ad.ha- = dr.d.ha- with the cerebralisation of the
initial da-, which is common in Māhārās.t.rı̄ (see Pischel §222, although
Pischel points out that ‘in Śaurasenı̄ [and probably in Māgadhı̄ as well]
the dental remains, except in the cases of transimposition of breath’, so
we should actually read dad.d.ha◦ = Sanskrit dagdha◦ ).
2.20 †. . . † I cannot satisfactorily interpret this sentence. Raghavan and
Thakur’s chāyā, ‘tena hi sammukhāgatam
. śivam’ is not entirely convincing. sam
muhādo
could
be
taken
as
sammukhatah
.
. , but śı̄o remains
a puzzle for me (ś is actually not allowed in Śaurasenı̄). Judging from
the context, the sentence may mean something like ‘So our lucky star has
risen.’
2.23 How could I look? Cf. note ad 2.4.
2.24 I shall be your slave! ex em. Bhat.
2.27 if you say Cf. note ad 2.7, but in this case the manuscripts actually read
ācas.k◦ .
2.27 I’ll squeal on you ex conj. Other possible emendations suggested by
Prof. Sanderson: pakāśaiśśam
. , pakad.ı̄kalaiśśam
..
2.31 coin ex conj. The most plausible Māgadhı̄ form of Sanskrit kārs.āpan.aka
is kāhāvan.ae or kahāvan.ae (see Vararuci 3.39, Hemacandra 2.71, Pischel
§263), but I am not certain that this is the best way to emend the reading
of the manuscripts (kasevatae).
2.31 to my master Cf. Pischel §366b: ‘The form in -e is used in Mg. as
acc. sing.’
2.31 You’ve hit the jackpot today! Cf. note ad 2.4.
2.33 someone else’s Another possible emendation might be pārakeram
..
2.34 against my will One would expect an.iścam
. ti in Māgadhı̄.
2.34 He exits. The first word (tti ) of the stage direction is in Prakrit in the
manuscripts, which brings to mind the fragments of Aśvaghos.a’s plays
where, as Lüders notes, ‘Die Bühnenanweisung wird in der Sprache der
Person, auf die sie sicht bezieht, gegeben. Dazu stimmen jedenfalls die
meisten Fälle, in denen eine Nachprüfung möglich ist.’ (Lüders, Bruchstücke, p. 34.)
2.35 another nun ex conj. The verb [ā]liṅg- requires an object.
2.45 I made a few conjectures in the Boy’s speech to have a clearer sentencestructure.
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2.50ff. From the Jain standpoint it seems that the monk has fallen victim to one
of the samyaktvadūs.an.as (attitudes that spoil the correct, i.e. Jain view),
namely vicikitsā, which is defined by Hemacandra as follows (Yogaśāstra
p. 188): vicikitsā cittaviplavah.| sā ca saty api yuktyāgamopapanne jinadharme ’sya mahatas tapah.kleśasya sikatākan.akavalavan nisvādasyāyatyām
.
phalasampad bhavitrı̄, atha kleśamātram evedam
. nirjarāphalavikalam iti|
ubhayathā hi kriyā dr.śyante saphalā aphalāś ca kr..sı̄valādı̄nām iva| ‘Uncertainty is a confusion in the mind, and it appears in the following form:
“Even though the religion of the Jina is well-established through reasoning
and scripture, nevertheless this enormous trouble caused by the austerities, which is tasteless like a mouthful of sand-grains—will it produce any
result in the future, or is it just pure trouble, devoid of the fruit of immortality?” For we see two kinds of activities: some are fruitful, while
others are fruitless, just as for instance [the labours] of peasants.’ (About
the other interpretation of vicikitsā, see note ad 2.113.
2.53 This verse seems to be in Māhārās.t.rı̄.
2.55 I am following Raghavan and Thakur in interpreting ◦ sumaran.oggaya◦
as ◦ smaran.odgata◦ , but ◦ smaran.āvagata◦ might also be a possible chāyā.
The meaning of the second half of the first line is not entirely clear to me.
◦
Raghavan and Thakur’s conjectures (◦ suipun.n.abalān.am
. = śucipun.ya◦
◦
balānām and suipun.n.apun.n.abalān.am
. = śucipun.yapūrn.abalānām) both
seem to be unmetrical. One might consider ◦ pun.n.aphalabalān.am
. (‘for
those who are strong as a result of their merits, which have arisen from
remembering the blessed Jina[’s teaching], and which are pure by nature’),
but it is also unmetrical, and the meaning is far from being satisfac◦
tory. Another possibility could be ◦ pun.n.apuggalabalān.am
. ( pun.ya/pūrn.apudgalabalānām), which is metrically correct, and it also refers to the Jain
concept of pudgala, and possibly to the purification of the soul through
meditating on the Jain teaching.
2.57 contemplating jhāijjadi is a passive form in Jaina-Śaurasenı̄. In Māhārās.t.rı̄ the ending should be ◦ ijjaı̈, while in Śaurasenı̄ ◦ ı̄adi (see Pischel
§535).
2.57 plant it deep into your mind gin.haha is mentioned in Pischel §471
as a 2. plur. imperative in Jaina-Māhāras.t.rı̄.
2.58 As Your Reverend commands. jam
. is a Śaurasenı̄ form (cf. note ad
2.4), while bhas..take is in Māgadhı̄.
2.62 What is worth choosing. . . In Sanskrit the pun is based on the double
meaning of prastuta: ‘praised’ and ‘declared as the subject of discussion’.
2.64 property ex conj.
2.64 absorption ex conj. Isaacson.
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2.67 doctrine of many-sidedness Anekāntavāda was perhaps the best known
concept of Jain philosophy for Brahmanical and Buddhist thinkers. It
claims that every single entity possesses innumerable characteristics or
natures, even mutually incompatible ones. The soul, for example, is
eternal with respect to its qualities (which inhere forever in their substance), but it is non-eternal with respect to the modes of these qualities (which last only for a moment) (cf. Jaini p. 90; Uno pp. 423f.).
Even existence and non-existence are present simultaneously in the object.
Says Haribhadra (Anekāntajayapatāka pp. 36f.): tatra yat tāvad uktam
.
‘katham ekam eva ghat.ādirūpam
. vastu sac cāsac ca bhavati’, tad etad
āgopālāṅganādiprasiddham anāśaṅkanı̄yam eva, yatas tat svadravyaks.etrakālabhāvarūpen.a sad vartate, paradravyaks.etrakālabhāvarūpen.a cāsat, tataś
ca sac cāsac ca bhavati| (...) tathā ca tad dravyatah. pārthivatvena sat,
nābāditvena; tathā ks.etrata ihatyatvena, na pāt.aliputrakāditvena; tathā kālato ghat.akālatvena, na mr.tpin.d.ādikālatvena; tathā bhāvatah. śyāmatvena,
na raktatvādinā| ‘The first objection that is raised against this [theory of
manysidedness] is as follows: “How can a single thing, which has the form
of a pot for example, be both existent and non-existent?” This is a wellestablished fact for [everyone from scholars] to cowherds, women and the
like, and it cannot be questioned in any way, since it is existent in the form
of its own substance, place, time, and condition, and it is non-existent in
the form of another [object’s] substance, place, time, and condition; and
therefore it becomes both existent and non-existent. (. . . ) To explain, it
is existent with respect to [its] substance inasmuch as it is made of clay,
not inasmuch as it is made of water, etc.; similarly, with respect to [its]
place [it exists] inasmuch as it is here, not inasmuch as it is in Pāt.aliputra,
etc.; similarly, with respect to [its] time [it exists] inasmuch as it is characterised by the time of the pot, not inasmuch as it is characterised by
the time of the lump of clay, etc.; similarly with respect to [its] condition
[it exists] inasmuch as it black, not inasmuch as it is red, etc.’
Put differently, the pot is existent inasmuch as it is black, which also means
that it is not red, blue, etc. On the other hand, the pot is non-existent
inasmuch as it is red, blue, etc., that is not black. This means that the
pot is characterised by all colours in a positive or a negative way, and the
same can be said about its other attributes as well. This also explains why
the knowledge of a single thing in all its aspects entails the knowledge of
all things.
2.69 Apart from Jain texts (e.g. Yogaśāstra pp. 168f.), we find this verse also
in the Tattvopaplavasim
. ha (TUS(GOS) p. 79), in the Spandapradı̄pikā of
Bhagavadutpala (p. 47), in Abhinavagupta’s Mālinı̄vijayavārttika (v. 641ab
= the first two lines of the verse, labelled as arhadvāda and quoted in
an assentient way), and also in Yogarāja’s vivr.tti to Abhinavagupta’s
Paramārthasāra v. 26 (Yogarāja attributes the verse to Śrı̄śambhubhat.t.āraka).
2.70ff. If we examine which philosophical schools criticised the Jain theory of
39

anekāntavāda, we find that for instance Dharmakı̄rti considered it an obscene (aślı̄la) idea that curd may be camel from a certain aspect, while
from another aspect it may not be camel (Pramān.avārtika with svavr.tti
(Gnoli), p. 89,24: syād us..tro dadhi syān na iti ). If curd does not have
a characteristic nature which clearly distinguishes it from a camel, then
‘why does not somebody who has been ordered to eat curd rush towards
a camel?’ (Pramān.avārtika with svavr.tti (Gnoli), v. 182cd: codito dadhi
khādeti kim us..tram
. nābhidhāvati|) If we admit that there is some special
‘plus’ in curd which makes it different and directs us to recognise it, then
that very ‘plus’ is curd itself (ibid. v. 183: athāsty atiśayah. kaścid yena
bhedena vartate| sa eva dadhi. . . ), for ‘curd is something the inherent nature of which is characterised by the condition of being the cause of its
effect’ (ibid. p. 90,10–11: tatphalopādānabhāvalaks.itasvabhāvam
. hi vastu
dadhi|; put differently, the inherent nature of an object is determined by
its causal efficacy, arthakriyākāritva.)
Since the Graduate is a champion of mı̄mām
. sā we might expect that
we’ll find the criticism of anekāntavāda in mı̄mām
. saka sources as well.
Therefore it may seem surprising that some of Kumārila’s arguments are
actually quite similar to the Jain notion of ‘manysidedness’. See for example Ślokavārttika (with Nyāyaratnākara) abhāva 12:
svarūpapararūpābhyām
. nityam
. sadasadātmake|
vastuni jñāyate kaiścid rūpam
. kiñcit kadācana||
‘With regard to an object, which is always both existent with its own form
and non-existent with the form of another object, certain people cognise
only certain form at a certain time.’ (The cloth with its non-existent form
inheres in the pot, and produces the cognition of its non-existent form in
the pot.)
Also Ślokavārttika vanavāda 21–23:
vardhamānakabhaṅge ca rucakah. kriyate yadā|
tadā pūrvārthinah. śokah. prı̄tiś cāpy uttarārthinah.||
hemārthinas tu mādhyastham
. tasmād vastu trayātmakam|
notpādasthitibhaṅgānām abhāve syān matitrayam||
na nāśena vinā śoko notpādena vinā sukham|
sthityā vinā na mādhyasthyam
. tena sāmānyanityatā||
‘When a vardhamānaka [some kind of ornament] is melt down and then
a rucaka [another kind of ornament] is made [out of the gold got from
the vardhamānaka], someone who was interested in the former [ornament]
becomes sad, while someone who is interested in the latter [ornament]
becomes pleased; that person, however, who is interested in gold [alone]
remains indifferent. Therefore an object has a threefold nature. If arising, continuance, and perishing were not there [simultaneously present
in the same object], there would not be three [different] mental dispositions. There is no sadness without [the] perishing [of the object], no
pleasure without [its] arising, and no indifference without [its] continuance; therefore the common characteristic [‘gold’] is permanent.’ (The
Āptamı̄mām
. sā, which was composed in the 5th century by the Digambara
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ācārya Samantabhadra, contains a verse (v. 59) the content of which is
remarkably similar: ghat.amaulisuvarn.ārthı̄ nāśotpādasthitis.v ayam| śokapramodamādhyastham
. jano yāti sahetukam||; see also Ślokavārttika (with
Nyāyaratnākara) vanavāda 75 seqq.)
Tomoyuki Uno showed in his recent article that ‘Kumārila uses the assumption of many-sidedness to defend his theory of the soul’, and that
‘the very same doctrine is used by the Jaina authors to defend their theory of the soul’ (Uno p. 420). As Uno pointed out, the soul must be
permanent for Kumārila because the one who performs the ritual and the
one who experiences its result must be the same person. On the other
hand, the soul cannot be exclusively permanent, because an unchanging
subject could not perform any action (see Uno p. 429).
The Jains themselves were aware of the close resemblance between anekāntavāda and the mı̄mām
. saka theory of bhedābheda; see for example Vādidevasūri’s Syādvādaratnākara (11–12th century), p. 833: mı̄mām
. sakas tu prāyen.a sarvatra jainocchis..tabhojı̄; also Gun.aratna’s commentary to Haribhadra’s S.ad.darśanasamuccaya §385: mı̄mām
. sakās tu svayam eva prakārāntaren.aikānekādyanekāntam
pratipadyamānās
tatpratipattaye sarvathā
.
paryanuyogam
nārhanti|
.
2.72 the afterlife or this life ex conj. Isaacson.
2.75 The disciple seems to speak a mixture of Śaurasenı̄ (bhikkhavā, sam
. padam
.,
patthudakajjavelā) and Māgadhı̄ (bhas..takā, cilāyadi ).
2.84 of your disputants It is not clear to me why Raghavan and Thakur
give vādaniyuktānām as the chāyā of vādabbhid.iān.a.
2.84 †. . . † I cannot decipher the second half of this line. The whole verse
seems to be in Māhārās.t.rı̄.
2.95 According to Bhāsarvajña (Nyāyabhūs.an.a, p. 393) Jainism and other heretic
religions first spread among the low-born, but later certain slow-witted and
impoverished brahmins also showed interest in their teachings about the
cessation of suffering (duh.khopaks.aya).
2.107 Jains distinguished ten vikr.tis (certain types of food that have changed
their nature, or, according to the traditional interpretation, ‘that by which
the tongue is perverted’): ks.ı̄ra (milk), dadhi (curd), navanı̄ta (butter), ghr.ta (ghee), taila (oil), gud.a (molasses), madya (alcohol), madhu
(honey), mām
. sa (meat), avagāhima (first three cookings of rice in a pan
filled with ghee or oil) (see Williams pp. 39f.). Four of these vikr.tis are
considered as abhaks.yas (not fit to be eaten): the three ‘m’-s (madya,
madhu, mām
. sa) and butter (see Williams p. 54, 110). Curd, milk, and
ghee do not seem to have been forbidden.
2.108 do not use ◦ mha belongs to the imperative, but sometimes it is used
(wrongly according to Pischel) as an indicative ending (see Pischel §455).
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2.113 is also called According to Pischel hodi is a false Śaurasenı̄ form (Pischel §476), although Hemacandra teaches bhuvadi, huvadi, bhavadi,
havadi, bhodi, and hodi as possible Śaurasenı̄ forms of Sanskrit bhavati
(Hemacandra 4.269). These statements sound suspiciously like a parody
of the Jain doctrine of syādvāda (‘syāt sugato jinaguruh. syān na, syāj
jinaguruh. sugatah. syān na’).
2.113 Arhatas ex conj.
2.113 red clothes In the Hars.acarita (p. 89) kās.āya is associated with the
followers of Sāṅkhya (kāpilam
. matam). Yājñavalkyasmr.ti 3.157, however,
prescribes kās.āyadhāran.a for ascetics in general who strive after liberation.
2.113 blood-drops In the majority of texts written by the followers of Brahmanical religions we find a lack of comprehension and the expression of
actual disgust with regard to Jain doctrine and practice. We have already
seen how the practice of keśaloca was mocked by non-Jain authors (see
note ad 2.4). In the Mudrārāks.asa Cān.akya is delighted to hear that a
Jain monk has sided with the enemy (p. 74). In the same play Rāks.asa
considers it a bad omen when a ks.apan.aka seeks an audience with him,
and he orders Priyam
. vadaka to do something with the disgusting appearance of the mendicant before showing him in (p. 212). Bān.a’s description
of a Digambara monk is also typical (Hars.acarita, p. 75): kajjalamaya iva
bahudivasam upacitabahalamalapat.alamalinitatanur abhimukham ājagāma
śikhipicchalāñchano nagnāt.akah.| ‘A naked mendicant was coming towards
him, looking as if made of lamp-black, his body dirtied by the cover of
plenty of dirt that had accumulated on it during many days, holding the
attribute of [his sect: a broom made of] peacock feathers.’
The Jains were certainly aware of this repugnance and its dangerous influence on the mind of the mendicants. One of the samyaktvadūs.an.as,
‘attitudes that spoil the correct view’ is called vicikitsā, which can be interpreted as becoming doubtful about the effectiveness of the various selfmortifications with regard to the final goal: deliverance (see note ad 2.50),
but it can also refer to the disgust that learned people feel towards Jain
monks (vidvajjugupsā): vidvām
. sah. sādhavo viditasam
. sārasvabhāvāh. parityaktasamastasaṅgās tes.ām
. jugupsā nindā, asnānāt prasvedajalaklinnamalatvāc ca durgandhivapus.as tān nindati, ‘ko dos.ah. syād yadi prāsukavārin.āṅgapraks.ālanam
. kurvı̄ran bhagavantah.?’ iti| ‘The loathing [and] rebuke of learned people, [that is] virtuous men who have become acquainted
with the nature of the world and who have abandoned all attachments;
one rebukes them [i.e. the Jain monks] because their body stinks since
they do not bathe and since [their body is covered with] dirt which is
moistened by sweat, saying “what sin would they commit if the reverends
washed their body with prāsukavāri (?)?”’ (Siddhasenagan.in’s comm. ad
Tattvārthādhigamasūtra 7.18, p. 99; cf. Yogaśāstra pp. 188f.)
2.113 smeared with†. . . † I cannot interpret the reading of the manuscripts

42

◦
(cattulavasūra◦ ). Raghavan and Thakur read vattulavasūracaccijjam
. ta
and give the following chāyā: vartulavaśı̄ra-(Achyranthis Aspera?)-carcita◦ .

2.113 taken out In the case of a Śaurasenı̄ speaker one would expect forms
such as son.ida and uddharida instead of son.ia and uddharia. On the
colour of the brahmacārin’s garment see Āpastamba-dharmasūtra 1.1.2.41–
1.1.3.1: kas.āyam
. caike vastram upadiśanti| māñjis..tham
. (dyed with munjeet)
rājanyasya|
2.113 The mendicant describes an immense crowd of ascetics, some naked,
some wearing white, some red, others black robes (nı̄lāmbaras), but amalgamated into a single flock by the goal of their journey: the feast. There
might be differences among these heretic sects concerning their tenets, but
on the mundane level they are just part of the same ever hungry plebs—at
least this is what the brahmin Jayanta insinuates.
While ‘Jains took great pains to establish and maintain an identity for
themselves that was distinct both from Hindu society and from the Buddhists as well,’ observes Granoff (Granoff 1994 p. 258), ‘throughout
classical and medieval times Jains and Buddhists had been closely linked
together by all of their opponents.’ The bhiks.u and the ks.apan.aka in
the Prabodhacandrodaya prove to be equally fickle and easily seducible
when they are embraced by the attractive kāpālinı̄ (impersonating the somasiddhāntin śraddhā, Prabodhacandrodaya, pp. 198ff).
But the Jains were well aware that mundane pleasures, such as a toothsome breakfast can be very seductive for ascetics who cannot afford them.
This is illustrated by a moral story in the commentary of Devacandra Sūri
(11th century) to the Mūlaśuddhiprakaran.a. The story occurs twice in the
text, once in the context of samyaktvadūs.an.a, ‘things that detract from the
pure faith’, as an example of kutı̄rthikapraśam
. sā, ‘praising ascetics who follow a false path’ (Mūlaśuddhiprakaran.a, p. 71), and in the section dealing
with the various chin.d.ikās or ‘temporary lapses’ (Mūlaśuddhiprakaran.a,
p. 72; see Granoff 1994 pp. 250ff). Jinadāsa, the pious Jain layman,
loses the caravan he was travelling with and is unable to find food. Finally he meets a group of bhiks.us who promise him all kinds of pleasures
if he joins them:
mr.dvı̄ śayyā prātar utthāya peyā
bhaktam
. madhye pānakam
. cāparāhne|
drāks.ākhan.d.am
. śarkarā cārdharātre
moks.aś cānte śākyasim
. hena dr..s.tah.||
‘Soft bed, rice-gruel after getting up in the morning, lunch at noon, drinks
in the afternoon, some grape flavoured candy and candied sugar at midnight, and salvation in the end was envisioned by the Lion of the Śākyas.’
(The same verse occurs in Hemacandra’s Yogaśāstra (p. 188.) as an illustration of kāṅks.ā, ‘appetite’ for the pleasures provided by non-Jain
religions, which belongs to the group of samyaktvadūs.an.as.)
man.un.n.am
. bhoyan.am
. bhoccā man.un.n.am
. sayan.āsan.am
.|
man.un.n.am
. si agāram
. si man.un.n.am
. jhāyae mun.ı̄||
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‘Having had a nice meal, sitting nicely on a couch, the sage in a nice house
meditates upon nice things.’
Buddhism is presented as a religion which guarantees both sukha in this
existence and moks.a thereafter, an easy and therefore attractive way to
attain deliverance. Poor Jinadāsa, remembering the Jain teaching that
there might be times of distress when one may be forced to abandon true
faith, accepts food from the bhiks.us, but, alas, the unusually rich meal
causes indigestion, and he dies on the spot, full of repentance and praising the arhats. ‘It is a common theme of Jain stories,’ writes Granoff
(Granoff 1994 p. 259.), ‘that Jains may be wrongly duped into becoming Buddhists, particularly because they are attracted to the lush life in a
Buddhist monastery compared to the severity of life as a Jain monk. (. . . )
Buddhists countered these Jain stories with their own stories in which they
justified the Buddhist monastic practices and criticised the strict regimen
of the Jain ascetic.’
2.115 the division of an army I am uncertain in the meaning of kat.akāṅga.
kat.aka can mean ‘bracelet, zone, ridge of a mountain, army, camp’.
2.120 I don’t know Cf. Pischel §170: ‘. . . der Wurzel jñā . . . hinter na sehr
oft das anlautende ja einbüsst, in AMg. JM., wie im Inlaut, zu ẏa wandelt
...’
2.120 Exits. Cf. note ad 2.34.
2.121ff. We know from the Nyāyamañjarı̄ that King Śaṅkaravarman banned
the sect of the nı̄lāmbaras (Nyāyamañjarı̄, vol. I, p. 649.4–7):
asitaikapat.anivı̄tāviyutastrı̄pum
. savihitabahuces..tam|
(asita◦ : em. Isaacson, ed.: amita◦ ;
◦
āviyuta◦ : in Pāt.hāntaras and Śodhanas, at the end of vol. II.,
ed.: ◦ āniyata◦ , ‘unrestrained’)
nı̄lāmbaravratam idam
. kila kalpitam āsı̄t vit.aih. kaiścit||
tad apūrvam iti viditvā nivārayāmāsa dharmatattvajñah.|
rājā śaṅkaravarmā na punar jainādimatam evam||
‘Some pimps, as we are told, invented this Black Blanket Observance, in
which men and women wrapped together in a single black veil make various movements. King Śaṅkaravarman, who was conversant with the true
nature of Dharma, suppressed this practice, because he knew that it was
unprecedented, but he did not [suppress] the religions of Jains and others
in the same way.’
The same sect was extirpated by King Bhoja of Dhārā (1018–1060), as it is
related in the Purātanaprabandhasaṅgraha (p. 19, Nı̄lapat.avadhaprabandha):
śrı̄bhojarājavārake nı̄lapat.ā darśanina āsan| te tu ekā strı̄ ekah. pumān
nı̄lı̄m
. dot.ı̄m
. prāvr.tya madhye nagnı̄bhūya vijahratuh.| ekadā dhārāyām
. prāptās tatrāpūrvān dr..s.tvā sarvah. ko ’pi tes.ām
. samı̄pe yāti| te tv ittham
. prarūpayanti—‘vayam ı̄śvarasya tathyāh. santānina ardhanārı̄śvaratvāt|’ itaś
ca kautukād bhojaputrı̄ samāgamat| kartavyam
. pr..s.tam| tair uktam—‘piba
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khāda ca cārulocane yad atı̄tam
. varagātri tan na te| na hi bhı̄ru gatam
.
nivartate samudayamātram idam
. kalevaram||’ tayā vyāhr.tam—‘bhavan◦
matam aṅgı̄karis.ye|’ nr.pam utkalāpayitum
. (: em., nr.pam
. mutka : ed.)
gatā| ‘tātāham
. nı̄lapat.ānām
. dharmam aṅgı̄karis.ye|’ nr.pen.a āhūtāh., pr..s.tāś
ca—‘sukhinah. stha?’ mukhyenoktam—‘na nadyo madyavāhinyo na ca
mām
. samayā nagāh.| na ca nārı̄mayam
. viśvam
. katham
. nı̄lapat.ah. sukhı̄||’
nr.pen.oktam—‘yūyam
kiyantah
stha?’
‘ekonapañcāśad
yugalāni|’ nr.pen.ok.
.
tam—‘sarvān apy ākārayata, aham
tvadbhakto
bhavis
yāmi|’
te sarve mili.
.
tāh.| nr.pen.a purus.āh. sarve māritāh., striyaś ca nis.kāsya muktāh.| atas tes.ām
.
bı̄jam api nāśitam|
‘In King Bhoja’s time the Black-Blankets attracted attention. These people, one woman and one man, covered themselves with a black dot.ı̄, while
under it they were naked, and amused themselves. Once they arrived in
Dhārā. There everybody gathered round them because their sight was
unprecedented. And they set forth the following teaching: ‘We are truly
God’s issue, since we are Ardhanārı̄śvaras.’ And, out of curiosity, Bhoja’s
daughter went there to meet them. [She] asked [them about] the duties [one has to do as a member of this sect]. They replied: ‘Drink and
eat, lovely-eyed girl! Things that have passed are not yours, o girl with
an exquisite body! For what has gone will not return, timid girl. This
body is just an aggregate [of elements].’ (The same verse (with variants)
appears in Haribhadra’s exposition of the Lokāyata doctrine in his S.ad.darśanasamuccaya, verse 81.) She said: ‘I shall adopt your doctrine.’ She
went to ask for the king’s permission. ‘Father, I shall adopt the religion
of the black-blankets.’ The king sent for them, and asked them: ‘Are you
happy?’ Their leader said: ‘The rivers do not flow with booze, and the
mountains are not made of meat, and the world is not made of women:
how could a black-blanket be happy?’ The king said: ‘How many are
you?’ ‘Forty-nine couples.’ The king said: ‘Summon all of them, I shall
be your devotee.’ They all came together. The king executed all the men,
and having expelled the women he let them go. That’s how even their
seed was destroyed.’
Other sources mentioning the black-blankets are referred to in Wezler
pp. 346f. (E.g. the Ceylonese (c. 1400) Nikāyasam
. grahaya writes about a
depraved Buddhist monk of the sammitı̄ya school who put on a blue robe,
venerated prostitutes, an invigorating drink, and the god of love instead
of the Three Jewels, and composed a Nı̄lapat.adarśana. King Śrı̄hars.a (of
Kanauj? 606–647) studied this work, recognised how dangerous it was,
and burnt it together with most of its followers.)
Some verses attributed to a certain Nı̄lapat..ta or Nı̄lāmbara have found
their way to the subhās.ita-collections:
Saduktikarn.āmr.ta 468 (= Subhās.itaratnakośa 323, MSS 2670):
ayam
. sa bhuvanatrayaprathitasam
. yamah. śaṅkaro
bibharti vapus.ādhunā virahakātarah. kāminı̄m|
anena kila nirjitā vayam iti priyāyāh. karam
.
karen.a paritād.ayañ (v.l. ◦ lālayañ) jayati jātahāsah. smarah.|| (Nı̄lapat..tasya)
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‘ “That Śaṅkara, whose austerity is celebrated all over the three worlds, is
now carrying his beloved in his body, afraid of separation [from her]. They
say that we’ve been defeated by him!” The god of love is victorious, who
with these words gives his beloved a high five and bursts into a laugh.’
Saduktikarn.āmr.ta 2362:
śirām
. pretah. kaścid daśati daśanāgren.a sarasām
.
liliks.ur mastis.kam
. kalayati ca mūrdhānam itarah.|
karam
. dhūtvā dhūtvā jvaladanaladı̄ptāṅguliśikham
.
citāsthālı̄pakvam
. harati kun.apakravyam aparah.|| (Nı̄lāmbarasya)
‘One of the ghouls bites into a juicy vein with the tip of his tooth; another
one holds a head, eager to lap up the brain. Another one carries the flesh
of a corpse, cooked in the cauldron of the pyre, shaking again and again
his arm, the fingertips of which have been lighted by the burning fire.’
In the Yaśastilakacampū (p. 252) the Buddhist Sugatakı̄rti recites approvingly the following verse composed by Nı̄lapat.a:
idam eva ca tattvam upalabhyālāpi nı̄lapat.ena—
payodharabharālasāh. smaravighūrn.itārdheks.an.āh.
kvacit salayapañcamoccaritagı̄ta*jhaṅkārin.ı̄h. (ms. Poona : ◦ d.aṅkārin.ah.
ed.)|
vihāya raman.ı̄r amūr aparamoks.asaukhyārthinām
aho jad.imad.in.d.imo viphala*bhan.d.a(ms. Poona : ◦ bhan.d.i◦ ed.)pākhan.d.inām||
‘And Nı̄lapat.a, too, having comprehended the same truth, said: “How
loudly those heretic buffoon loosers trumpet abroad their own stupidity
who, seeking for the bliss of another kind of deliverance, abandon these
lovely women, languid with the weight of their breasts, their half-closed
eyes rolling in love, and sometimes humming a rhythmic tune which ascends to the fifth note.” ’
Padmanābhamiśra (16th century) also mentions the black-blankets as a division of the digambaras (Setut.ı̄kā in Padārthadharmasaṅgraha, Caukhamba Sanskrit Series 61, Benares, 1924–1931, p. 107): digambarabhedā eva
ks.apan.akaśvetāmbarārhatanı̄lāmbararaktāmbaracarmāmbarabarhāmbarādayah.| In the biography of Kr.s.n.ācārya / Kān.ha we read about a black-robed
Tı̄rthika who venerates Maheśvara (see Grönbold p. 187). According to
Grönbold the nı̄lāmbaras were Christian missionaries.
2.122 obsession gāho can also stand for gādhah., ‘desire, consequence’.
2.123 unique bliss ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur.
2.124 women The reading of the manuscripts (ittia) suggests iyat or etāvat
as its chāyā, but Raghavan and Thakur’s silent emendation to itthia◦
seems to make better sense.
2.124 deliverance ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur.
2.125 Both the reading and the interpretation of this verse is highly tentative.
Raghavan and Thakur silently emend sosijjaı̈ to so sijjhaı̈ (sa sidhyati ),
and take sarı̄rad.ā as an ablative form. On the other hand cf. Tagare §80
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(p. 110): “This -d.ā of nom. sg. is a special characteristic of WAp [Western
Apabhram
. śa].” so can be a neutr. direct singular (see Tagare, p. 225),
which makes the following chāyā possible: tat sidhyati śarı̄ram. The reading of the manuscripts, could also be interpreted as śos.yate śarı̄ram, which
is parallel to the expression parisosijjaı̈ dehad.ā below. Another possibility
might be to take sijjaı̈ as the Apabhram
. śa form of svidyati.
2.127 I am following Raghavan and Thakur’s reading and interpretation.
appaı̈, however, suggests arpayati as its chāyā (cf. Tagare p. 347), or one
might read it as appaı̈m
. , i.e. ātmanā.
2.128 merits The bare stem form without any ending can be used in plur.
gen. (cf. Tagare §86, p. 146).
2.129 †. . . † I cannot interpret the second half of this verse. Raghavan and
Thakur give the following chāyā: prathamah. saṅgah. yena ı̄dr.śah. tadā
ham
. sah. nirbalah. sahajasvabhāvah. nirāsah.. Prof. Sanderson conjectured
the following chāyā and translation: parives..titah. sam
. gamo yadedr.śas tadā
ham
so
nirmalah
sahajasvabhāvo
nirı̄dr
śah
,
“When
we
wrap up and copu.
.
. .
late like this [reading eiso], [ours] is the Ham
sa
[the
vibrating
paramātman],
.
spotless, unequalled, innate-and-spontaneous.” The verse does not seem
to be metrical. tāham
. could be interpreted as tes.ām (or, reading perhaps tahŏm
. , as tasya), followed by so (sah.). n.ivvalia (Deśı̄) can mean
jaladhauta, pravigan.ita, viyukta. I am not certain that the fragment n.ira
belongs to the same verse.
2.130 †. . . † Raghavan and Thakur suggest the following chāyā: iti yadi
yuge yuge (or, following P.L. Vaidya’s suggestion, pr.thak pr.thak ) vijñāyate.
2.131 Both the reading and the interpretation of this verse are conjectural. I
took pun.u bhoa belonging to the previous verse.
2.133 . . . I have conjectured a lacuna at this point, since nothing seems to
rhyme with vin.u. satattu may be the corrupted form of the rhyming
word, or rather it may belong to the next verse. I’ve made a few tentative
conjectures to squeeze some meaning out of the words. The form im
.u
instead of imu is arguably improbable.
2.135 following ex conj. lā in the sense of “take up”.
2.135 . . . Again the rhyming word (possibly an imperative) seems to be missing.
2.139 I do not know ex conj. The reading of the manuscripts (rājāno) clearly
does not make sense. On the other hand, Raghavan and Thakur’s conjecture (re jantoh.) is not entirely convincing to me. Although one might
argue that jantoh. can be contrasted with pum
. sām
. in the following line, I
would expect a vocative after the particle re. ◦ nirbhaya◦ and na are also
conjectures.
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2.139 unafraid ex conj.
2.139 is there no ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur conjectured hi as the
syllable that is missing from this unmetrical line, but it is difficult to see
what role this hi could possibly have in the sentence.
2.143 Great Vow ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur. This is probably a
reference to the kāpālika ascetic observance of the skull (kapālavrata). On
the other hand the learned snātaka might also allude to the ancient solemn
Vedic ritual, which involved joyful singing, music, and dance, as well as
an obscene altercation and sexual intercourse between a brahmacārin and
a prostitute. (See Dezső, pp. 15–41.)
2.144 faithful housewives ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur.
2.152 scriptures of Shiva I follow Prof. Sanderson’s suggestion in interpreting ◦ bhava ◦ as ‘Śiva’. I am not entirely certain, however, why is it necessary to mention here Jayanta’s expertise in the Śaiva scriptures. One
would expect a more general statement, and the following conjecture might
be considered: aśes.abhuvanāgamapārage, ‘master of all religious doctrines
in the world’.
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3.1ff. ‘Worshippers in all these Śaiva cults [i.e. the Siddhānta, the Netranātha
cult, the Svacchandabhairava cult, the Trika, and the Krama] were of one
of two kinds. This was a matter of individual choice and it determined
both the form of initiation received and the form of the subsequent ritual
discipline. On the one hand were those whose chosen goal was nothing
but liberation (moks.ah.) from the bondage of transmigration (sam
. sārah.).
On the other hand were those who elected to pursue supernatural powers and effects (siddhih.) while they lived and—or at least—to experience
fulfilment in the enjoyment of rewards (bhogah.) in a paradisal world of
their choice, either in this life through mastery of Yoga, or after death.
So worshippers were either seekers of liberation (mumuks.uh.) or seekers of
rewards (bubhuks.uh.).’ (Sanderson 1995, p. 24.)
It is the second kind of worshippers we meet in the prelude of the Third
Act. The sādhakas, “masterers [of powers]” (Sanderson 1995, ibid.) or
“mantra-masterers” (Sanderson 1995, p. 79, n. 208) were characterised
by antinomian behaviour in all Śaiva cults, from the Siddhānta which
adapted itself to the orthodox norms of purity in the highest degree (see
Sanderson 1985, p. 565) to the more esoteric traditions.
As our two sādhakas appear to be worshippers of Bhairava, perhaps it is
not inappropriate to take a cursory view of the presentation of the sādhaka
in the Svacchandatantra, the authoritative text of the Mantrapı̄t.ha division of the Tantras of Bhairava, and of the Svacchandabhairava-cult, which
incorporated the Kāpālika culture of the cremation grounds (Sanderson
1988, p. 138). As Arraj points out, ‘though the older order of Śaiva ascetics became largely institutionalized as a hierarchy of masters catering to
different grades of initiates, the active and ascetic option did not die out
immediately but was integrated as another optional grade of the adept
(sādhakah.), who still sought superhuman powers. And accordingly, in
Svacchandatantram, the older rites have been collected under this nominal heading as the special entitlement of the adept.’ (Arraj 1988, p. 73.)
The consecration of the adept is described in Svacchandatantra 4.482–
505ab (vol. I, pp. 298–310, Arraj 1988, pp. 165ff), and his practices are
discussed in the sixth book (Svacchandatantra, vol. II, pp. 101ff, Arraj
1988, p. 181ff). He should worship Bhairava and make oblations using human flesh together with bdellium and bathed in ghee (v. 53: nr.mām
. sam
.
purasam
. yuktam
. ghr.tena ca pariplutam) in order to obtain different levels of magical powers. Various secondary rites are also described, resulting in such powers as subjugation (vaśı̄karan.a, vv. 58 seqq), scaring
away one’s enemies (uccāt.an.a, vv. 72 seqq), or killing them (māran.a, vv.
85cd seqq). Book 13 (vol. 4 (part 2), pp. 89ff, tr. Arraj 1988, pp. 457ff)
also contains siddhi -oriented rites taking place in the cremation ground
and requiring such gruesome ingredients as ‘the dried head of a hero
felled in battle with a sword [while he was] facing [to the] front’ (v. 9:
abhimukhakhad.ganipātitaśūraśirah. śos.itam
. , tr. Arraj 1988, p. 462), or
‘the rib from a dead woman that was hanged by her left foot’ (v. 12:
mr.tanāryā vāmapadād udbaddhāyās tu pām
. sulı̄m
. , tr. Arraj 1988, p. 463).
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In belletristic works sādhakas are usually depicted as evil magicians who
practice the black art in the cremation grounds. In Bhavabhūti’s Mālatı̄mādhava Aghoraghan.t.a and his disciple Kapālakun.d.alā are ready to sacrifice Mālatı̄ to the goddess Karālā, but Mādhava arrives just in time to
save her. The horrid sight of the cremation ground is depicted in vivid
colours (Act Five). The source of humour in the Āgamad.ambara is that
although the two adepts should feel themselves at home in the śmaśāna
and be busy scaring other people, they appear to be scared themselves,
trying to sneak away from the police.
3.2 the Great Lord’s mark ex conj. Isaacson.
3.2 my heart The Māgadhı̄ form of asmākam should be asmān.am
. according
to Pischel §419. hr.dayam can be used in the masculine in Śaurasenı̄
(see Pischel §357: hiao), which might support a hiae form in Māgadhı̄.
Another possibility is to read hiaam
. vva, or hiaam
. va (cf. Pischel §143,
where via is prescribed as the correct form in Śaurasenı̄ and Māgadhı̄) .
3.2 seems lakkhı̄yadi is a Śaurasenı̄ form. One might consider emending it
to laskı̄yadi, (the way our manuscripts write kkha is hardly distinguishable from ska), or to las.kı̄yadi, following the most frequent usage of our
manuscripts.
3.4 Here is . . . shelter eśe śe (the reading of the manuscripts) seems to be in
masculine (just as śe in the following sentence), while mad.hiā is a feminine
noun. One might consider emending to eśā śā or to mad.hie. mat.hikā may
also mean just a hut.
3.4 watching uppekkhia is a Śaurasenı̄ form. One might consider emending to uppeskia, the form prescribed by Hemacandra 4.297 (the way our
manuscripts write kkha is hardly distinguishable from ska), or to uppes.kia,
following the most frequent usage of our manuscripts.
3.4 city guards ex conj.
3.4 I have robbed someone collam
. suggests cauryam as its chāyā, though
caurah. gives a better sense.
3.4 prison ex conj.
3.4 hang ex conj.
3.4 Lord Bháirava is my refuge. ex conj.
3.4 I was afraid ex conj. mhi is a Śaurasenı̄ form, according to Pischel (§§145,
498) one should read smi in Māgadhı̄.
3.5 is that you? ex conj.
3.5 while ex conj. Isaacson. bhāva is not used elsewhere by either of the
Adepts.
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3.6 put you to death ex conj. Karn.akagomin in his commentary to the Pramān.avārttika associates different kinds of antisocial behaviour with different Tantras (ed. R. Sām
. kr.tyāyana, p. 578, quoted in Sanderson 2001,
p. 12, n. 10): tathā kambukinı̄tantre steyācaran.āt siddhir uktā|, ‘In the
Kambukinı̄tantras [“Tantras of the Robber Wives”] one is said to attain
magical powers through the practice of robbery.’ This certainly does not
mean that Skeleton-Banner was a follower of the Kambukinı̄tantras, but
his conduct could probably attract the attention of the police.
Kalhan.a relates how Cakrabhān.u (‘a Guru at this time in the lineage of
the Krama, a tradition within the Kālı̄kula’, as Prof Sanderson points
out in a letter of 10. ix. 2002, referring, among others, to Arn.asim
. ha’s
Mahānayaprakāśa, NAK 5–358, f. 119vl–5, and to Tantrālokaviveka vol.
3, Āhnika 4, p. 196, ll. 10–12.) was punished by the Kashmirian king
Yaśaskara (939–948) for his Kaula practices (Rājataraṅgin.ı̄ 6.108–112):
varn.āśramapratyaveks.ābaddhakaks.yah. ks.itı̄śvarah.|
cakrabhānvabhidham
. cakramelake dvijatāpasam||
kr.tātyācāram ālokya rājā dharmavaśam
. vadah.|
nijagrāha śvapādena lalāt.atat.am aṅkayan||
tanmātulena tadros.ād vı̄ranāthena yoginā|
sāndhivigrahaken.ātha sa svenaiva nyagr.hyata||
pūrvācāryaprabhāven.a svamāhātmyādhiropan.am|
prakhyāpayadbhir gurubhih. śraddhayeti yad ucyate|
tat khyāpitaiva saptāhāt sa vipanna iti śrutih.|
dı̄rghavyādhihate tasminn upapattih. katham
. bhavet||
‘ “The king [was ever] ready to exercise control over the estates and conditions of life [among his] subjects. On discovering that at Cakramelaka
a brahmin-ascetic, Cakrabhān.u by name, had departed from proper conduct, the king, in accordance with the law, punished him by having the
mark of a dog’s foot branded on his forehead. Infuriated by this, the uncle
of that [Brahman], the magician Vı̄ranātha who was the king’s own minister of foreign affairs, then took revenge upon him.” This is confidently
related by certain Gurus who by [referring to] the supernatural power of
former masters would exalt their own greatness. Through them, too, the
story has been propagated that he died in seven days. But how is this
likely [in view of the fact] that he died by a lingering disease?’ (tr. Stein)
Stein took the word cakramelaka as a local name, but, as Professor Sanderson points out to me (in the letter cited above) ‘it is much more probably
the Tantric feast known as a cakrayāgah. or mūrtiyāgah. which a sponsor convenes for Vı̄ras and Yoginı̄s, male and female Śākta adepts (see
Tantrāloka 28.60c-61b). In Tantrāloka 28.7 the same is referred to as a
yoginı̄melakah. “a convening of Yoginı̄s”. In the Vı̄ratān.d.avavidhi chapter
of the fourth .sat.ka of the Jayadrathayāmala, which sets out the procedure
for the celebration of an orgiastic ritual of this kind in the Kālı̄kula, the
tradition to which Cakrabhānu belonged, it is termed a vı̄ramelāpah. (syn.
vı̄ramelakah.) “a convening of Vı̄ras”. (f. 206v, v. 6–8). I have not noted
the precise term cakramelakah. “circle convention” in any text of this tra51

dition. However, it does occur in the sense I attribute to it in a story of
the supernatural in the Kashmirian Ocean of Stories (Kathāsaritsāgara).
There (18.4.213ab) a band of Yoginı̄s goes to a cakramelakah. in Cakrapura
and returns from it in the last watch of the night (18.4.221).’
Branding on the forehead with the mark of a dog’s foot was a punishment for theft (see e.g. Manusmr.ti 9.237). Professor Sanderson proposes
(in the letter cited above) that ‘Cakrabhānu was punished for staging a
religious event in which the Tantric participants, men and women, were
given substantial sums of money by the yajamānah. who invited them. I
presume that Cakrabhānu was held responsible as the chief celebrant, the
cakranāyakah. /cakreśvarah.. I doubt that punishment would have been
inflicted for mere participation, since such rituals were well established,
however abhorrent to Vaidikas. The adepts and Yoginı̄s invited to the
feast are given gifts and a sacrificial cash fee (daks.in.ā), which should be
not less than 4 Rūpakas in the case of a Guru (Tantrāloka 28.99–100). It
was probably in this less strictly religious context that the charge of theft
(or extortion) arose.’
Cakrabhān.u’s uncle Vı̄ranātha, alias Hrasvanātha, was probably his Guru
as well (see Jayaratha ad Tantrāloka 4.173ab, p. 196). As Professor Sanderson writes (in the above cited letter), ‘that Vı̄ranātha was Yaśaskara’s
Foreign Minister (sām
. dhivigrahikah.) underlines the fact that such practices were not confined to the sort of Prakrit-speaking marginals that
Jayantabhat.t.a gives us in Śmaśānabhūti and Kaṅkālaketu.’ The name
vı̄ranātha may also be descriptive. Professor Sanderson supplies (in the
same letter) the following passage from the Jayadrathayāmala (Mantrad.āmarikāpat.ala of the 3rd .sat.ka, women come forth from Pātāla drawn
by the sādhaka’s mantra-recitation and address him): ehy ehi vı̄ranāthāśu
pātālabhogasāgaram| sahāsmākam
. ramasvātra yāvad ābhūmisam
. plavam||
‘Come, come quickly, o Lord of Adepts, to the ocean of pleasure in Pātāla,
toy with us here until the earth becomes inundated.’
King Yaśaskara restored order in Kashmir after the chaotic reigns of various debauched kings following the death of Śaṅkaravarman. Yaśaskara,
himself a brahmin and elected as king by an assembly of brahmins, was
a champion of orthodoxy, and, similarly to Śaṅkaravarman, he was not
favourably disposed towards anti-dharmic religious practices. During his
reign, as Kalhan.a says (Rājataraṅgin.ı̄ 6.10–12),
na vipraguravah. sāma gāyanto madirām
. papuh.|
na tāpasāh. putradārapaśudhānyāny ad.haukayan||
na mūrkhaguravo matsyāpūpayāgavidhāyinah.|
cakrire svakr.tair granthais tarkāgamaparı̄ks.an.am||
nādr.śyanta ca gehinyo gurudı̄ks.otthadevatāh.|
kurvān.ā bhartr.śı̄laśrı̄nis.edham
. mūrdhadhūnanaih.||
‘The Brahman Gurus did not drink spirits while singing their chants. The
ascetics did not get children, wives and crops. Ignorant Gurus did not
perform Matsyāpūpa sacrifice, and did not by texts of their own composition revise traditional doctrines. There were not seen house-wives figuring
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as divinities at the Guru-consecration, and by shakes of their heads detracting from the distinguished character of their husbands.’ (tr. Stein)
Stein remarks (in note 11 on p. 237, vol. I of his translation) that ‘the
Matsyāpūpayāga is a complicated sacrifice occurring in the Tantric ritual
and still known in Kaśmı̄r. It is mentioned in connection with Tantric
Śrāddhas in the v. chapter of my MS. of the Mr.titattvānusmaran.a. Fish
and cakes (apūpa) are offered at it.’ Professor Sanderson, however, informs
me (in the letter mentioned above) that he has not found any reference
to matsyāpūpa offerings in Kashmirian Paddhatis for the various Śaiva
srāddhas, and that perhaps Kalhan.a condemns Śaiva Tantric ritual in
general, in which fish etc. are offered to the Bhairavas and other deities.
The expression tarkāgamaparı̄ks.an.am is puzzling. It might be analysed as
tarken.a āgamaparı̄ks.an.am, meaning ‘examining [in order to refute] Scripture with the help of [destructive] reasoning’, but this may not be the
most natural interpretation. Instead we might emend the text, as Professor Sanderson suggests (in the above mentioned letter), to tantrāgamapariks.ayam, referring to ‘Gurus who were corrupting the teachings of the
Tantras by propagating as Tantras texts that they themselves had composed’. (Stein also refers to the phenomenon of ‘newly concocted Paddhatis’, not unknown even in his time; see Stein, vol. I, p. 237, n. 11.)
Another conjecture suggested by Professor Sanderson (in the same letter) instead of the unsatisfactory reading gurudı̄ks.otthadevatāh. is ‘gurudı̄ks.oktadevatāh., “[personifying] the goddesses taught for the Gurudı̄ks.ā,
i.e. initiation performed by [Kaula] Gurus.” Their head-shaking alludes
to the manifestation of the symptoms of devatāveśah. required of the participants in Kaula collective rites.’
3.7 Even if I have. . . ex conj. Isaacson.
3.8 How come? Another possible emendation, suggested by Dr Isaacson, is
ke śe.
3.9 damned kingdom According to Hemacandra 4.289, Sanskrit .s.ta should
become st.a in Māgadhı̄.
3.10 My heart. . . Cf. note ad 3.2.
3.10 spill it ex conj. śu and ā look very similar in Śāradā script.
3.11 King According to Pischel §399, Sanskrit rājā becomes lāā in Māgadhı̄.
3.11 his adviser ta and u look very similar in Śāradā script.
3.11 kingdom See note . The change .s.ta > .t.tha occurs in Śaurasenı̄ (see
Pischel §303).
3.11 thrown in jail ex conj. vahı̄adi (Skt. vadhyate) might make better sense
(we would have three successive synonyms of ‘kill’).
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3.11 Are we not one of them? ex conj. Cf. note ad 3.2.
3.11 We drink ◦ mha belongs to the imperative, but sometimes it is used
(wrongly according to Pischel) as an indicative ending (see Pischel §455).
3.11 eat Cf. note ad 3.2.
3.11 women The Māgadhı̄ form of Sanskrit strı̄ (or rather strı̄kā) should be
istiā according to Pischel §310.
3.11 Don’t we observe the same religious discipline as the blackblankets? Cf. note ad 3.2.
Until we reach the last book of the Svacchandatantra the adept appears
as a solitary, celibate figure (book 13, v. 4: brahmacarye vyavasthitah.),
but Book 15 (possibly interpolated and influenced by the Kaula cult,
see Arraj 1988, pp. 367ff) shows him from another angle. Among the
code-expressions (chummakāh.) listed in this book and used to conceal the
adept’s activity we find words for the female partners of the adept (v. 3:
bhaginyo baladarpitāh., v. 9: dūtı̄ sam
. vāhikā, v. 13: sakhı̄ sarvārthasādhikā),
semen (v. 5: śukram
candrah
),
penis
and vagina (v. 8: liṅgam
.
.
. sam
. tos.ajananam
bhagah
prı̄tivivardhanah
),
as
well
as
alcohol
and
meat
(v.
3:
madyam
.
.
.
.
tu hars.an.am
jñeyam
muditā
tu
surā
smr
tā,
v.
4:
matsyā
jalacarā
jñeyāh.
.
.
.
mām
. sam
. ca balavardhanam) which were the regular ingredients of Kaula
ritual. Later the text enumerates several secret gestures that a yoginı̄ (a
goddess or her incarnation as a female partner) may show to the adept
(vv. 24 seqq).
The cult of the Yoginı̄s had a central role in the Vidyāpı̄t.ha division of the
Bhairavatantras (see Sanderson 1988 pp. 138ff). The Siddhayogeśvarı̄mata, a Tantra of the Vidyāpı̄t.ha, contains a detailed classification of incarnate yoginı̄s, teaches the adept the appropriate signs to be exchanged
when they meet these women (Chapter 29, tr. Törzsök 1999, p. 175ff),
and refers to the ‘conversation’ (sam
. bhās.an.a, i.e. sexual intercourse) with
a special yoginı̄ who bestows the ‘perfect substance’ (siddhadravya, i.e.
the mingled sexual fluids offered to the deity; see Siddhayogeśvarı̄mata
30.4, tr. Törzsök 1999, p. 181).
3.11 adept-dress One might consider emending śādhaka◦ to the more plausibly Māgadhı̄-looking śāhaa◦ .
3.14 how kadham
. un.a would be a more regular form in Śaurasenı̄ and Māgadhı̄
(see Pischel §184).
3.25 there is śu and a look similar in Śāradā script.
3.15 that ex conj. Isaacson. Another possible conjecture (closer to the reading of the manuscripts, but perhaps a less natural construction) could be
dāva je śe.
3.15 saw Cf. note .
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3.15 couples Pischel (§367) mentions midhun.ā as a nom. / acc. plur. in
Śaurasenı̄.
3.15 Jinarákshita Cf. note ad 3.2.
3.17 informed The Māgadhı̄ form of Sanskrit jānāti should be yān.adi / yān.ādi
according to the grammarians (Hemacandra 4.292, Vararuci 11.4, Pischel
§§ 236, 454, 510), but in the old Nepalese manuscript of the Nāgānanda
we find jān.adi in a Māgadhı̄ passage. As Steiner remarks, ‘Vermutlich
beruht die Aufteilung der Formen Ś. jān.adi und Mg. yān.ādi wiederum
nur auf einer Fiktion.’ (Steiner 1997, p. 173.)
3.19 king The form lāen.a clearly shows that rājan is treated as an a-stem
noun in this Māgadhı̄ passage.
3.19 turban ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur.
3.20 You should rather say. . . Hemacandra in 4.297 prescribes ācaska as
the correct Māgadhı̄ form.
3.21 now ex conj.
3.22 before Doomsday-Fire’s-Flame, the sorceress ex conj. Raghavan
and Thakur silently conjectured aśśamam
. , but I am not certain that one
can speak about the ashram of a yogeśvarı̄.
As Judit Törzsök pointed out (Törzsök 1999, p. iii), ‘Yogeśvarı̄ meaning
‘[female] master of Yoga’ denotes the same as Yoginı̄. (. . . ) I think the
word Yoginı̄ or Yogeśvarı̄ is not necessarily intended to convey that these
sometimes witch-like female spirits or goddesses have any particular relation to certain classical yogic practices. Instead, the word probably refers
to the similarity of supernatural effects traditional Yogins can obtain (such
as being infinitely small, large, strong etc.) and powers the Yoginı̄s of this
system [i.e. the Trika-Kaula] can bestow.’
The yogeśvarı̄ appearing in Bhavabhūti’s Mālatı̄mādhava belongs to the
more benevolent kind of witches. Saudāmanı̄ once was the favourite disciple of the respected Buddhist mendicant nun Kāmandakı̄. Later she took
up the Kāpālika Observance (kāvāliavvadam
. ), achieved miraculous powers
through the mastering of mantras (samāsādidaaccariamantasiddhippahāvā), and became a familiar sight for other Śaiva adepts and their female
partners in the cremation grounds (rattivihārin.o n.ādidūrāran.n.avāsin.o sāhaassa mun.d.adhārin.o aghoraghan..tanāmadheassa antevāsin.ı̄ mahāpabbāvā
kavālakun.d.alā n.āma (...) tado iam
. paüttı̄, Act I, v. 15+). But from her
Buddhist antecedents she had preserved compassion towards those who
suffer, and she hastened to Mālatı̄’s help who had been kidnapped by a
revengeful kāpālinı̄. Then Saudāmanı̄ saved the lives of those for whom
life has lost its meaning without Mālatı̄, and even used her transporting
magic (āks.epin.ı̄ siddhi, Act IX, v. 52) to reunite the two young lovers.
The two adepts in Jayanta’s play also think about relying on a yogeśvarı̄’s
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protective powers, but it seems that even such powers would be insufficient
to counteract the forces of justice.
3.22 trouble ex conj.
3.22 there ex conj. eśu, teśu, yeśu seem to be used in the sense of atra, tatra,
yatra in the Māgadhı̄ passages.
3.23 protected Raghavan and Thakur give pārayati as the chāyā of pālı̄adi,
which is not entirely convincing to me. One would expect pāledi as a
causative form, and ◦ ı̄adi seems to be a passive ending.
3.24 suppose ex conj. śaṅkemi seems to be Māgadhı̄ for śaṅkayāmi, but the
causative sense is perhaps not appropriate here.
3.24 Queen ex conj. Cf. Hemacandra 4.293, Pischel §276.
3.24 chief wife ◦ vallahāe might be a better reading.
3.24 king Cf. note ad 3.19.
3.25 protected ◦ ijjam
. tı̄ is a false Śaurasenı̄ ending according to Pischel §535.
3.25 us Cf. note ad 3.2.
◦
3.25 bounded by Raghavan and Thakur read ◦ pettam
. te and give pratyante
as its chāyā.

3.26 You’re right Cf. note ad 3.20.
3.28 damned kingdom Cf. note .
3.30 sacrifice According to Hemacandra 4.293, Sanskrit jña should become
ñña in Māgadhı̄, but, as Pischel remarks (§276) in the manuscripts we
find jan.n.a instead of yañña.
3.31 we Cf. note ad 3.2.
3.31 for fear of Sankárshana ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur.
3.33 we Cf. note ad 3.2.
3.35 prescribed ex conj. Isaacson.
3.36 Our Cf. note ad 3.2.
3.40 vanquished ex conj. One would expect abhi(ahi?)bhavı̄am
. to as a Śaurasenı̄ passive.
3.40 false ascetics Instead of Raghavan and Thakur’s conjecture, one might
emend to durāārehi ya tāvasehi (durācāraiś ca tāpasaih.).
3.42 having fallen into disrepute because of your ardor ex conj.
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3.44 Perhaps a pub. In the Mattavilāsa-prahasana the kapālin compares the
pub to a sacrificial ground (v. 9+). Prof. Sanderson suggested (in a letter
of 15. xii. 2003) to emend yadi vā to yadi no in order to achieve the sense
‘What in the world could be an appropriate place for asceticism but a
pub?’
3.49 path ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur. One might consider completing
the otherwise unmetrical line with another word.
3.55 as soon as . . . reached them ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur. This
seems to be the most plausible way to complete the sentence.
3.55 started The ending ◦ āo is characteristic of Ardhamāgadhı̄, Māhārās.t.rı̄,
and Jaina-Māhāras.t.rı̄. According to Pischel (§367) it is wrong in Śaurasenı̄, but a similar ending, ◦ āho occurs as a vocative form in Māgadhı̄
(§372).
3.58 I am not certain if this is the correct interpretation of the sentence. Another translation, suggested by Dr. Kataoka, could be: ‘Your power is too
strong.’
3.65ff. ashram The inscriptions of the Śaiva monasteries in the Kalacuri-Cedi
country, whose ācāryas belonged to the Mattamayūra clan, provide important historical parallels to the following description of the āśrama (for
more details about this clan see Mirashi 1955). The Chandrēhē inscription (AD 973, in Mirashi 1955, pp. 198ff.) gives the spiritual genealogy of
Abbot Prabodhaśiva, who constructed the mat.ha, and excavated a tank
and a well. The serenity and peacefulness of the monastery is described
with the following charming verses (ibid. p. 201, ll. 19–21):
jad.ataramaruc chon.asyāmbhah.kan.air ayam āśramo
mr.gapatimahādhvānai rātrau pratidhvanitāmvarah.|
śikhariśikharaprāntapreṅkhaddvirephapayodharo
janayati jane vidyucchaṅkām
. mahaus.adhirocis.ā||
[cum]vanti vānaragan.ā mr.gaśatrupotān
sim
. hı̄stanam
. pivati cātra śiśur mr.gasya|
vairam
. nijam
. pariharanti virodhino ’nye
sarvvasya śāmyati mano hi tapovanes.u||
‘This ashram, where the winds are very cool with the drops of the river
Śon.a, where at night the sky resounds with the loud roars of lions, and
the clouds, [black] as bees, whirl around the edges of the mountain-tops—
this ashram makes people to suspect lightning with the glimmering of its
excellent herbs.
Here the groups of monkeys kiss the lion-cubs, and the fawn sucks the
teat of a lioness. Other hostile [animals] set aside their natural enmity,
for everyone’s heart calms down in the penance-groves.’
The fragmentary Kadwāhā-inscription (10th century, edited by MirashiShastri) gives us a telling picture about the relations between the rulers
and the abbots of these āśramas. We are told that a certain king called
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Gobhat.a came to the monastery with an army of elephants (ibid. p. 123,
l. 12: tatrājagāmonmadasindhurān.ām
. valena bhūpah. kila gobhat.ākhyah.).
In the next verse somebody dies, possibly killed by the king (ibid. l. 13:
[nr.]pen.a parāgatāsuh. sahasā papāta). Abbot Dharmaśiva sheds tears for
the dead person (ibid.: tasyāvagamya sa kathām
. karun.āvimukta*bās.pah.
(em. Mirashi : ◦ vāh.pah. ep.)); then he flies into a rage, with a miraculously acquired bow, resembling Śiva himself, defeats the enemy (ibid.
ll. 13–15: ks.a[n.am
. ] tad anu kopavipāt.a[lāks.ah.] . . . atha prabhāvāgatakārmu*ken.a (em. Mirashi : ◦ kena ep.) vān.aiś ca dı̄ptaih. sa dharāvr..sām
. kah.|
ātta[sva]lı̄las tripurāntakasya . . . sakalam api sa jitvā śātravam
śarvvaka.
lpah.|), and finally ascends to heaven while celestial women shower flowers upon him (ibid.: surapatiraman.ı̄nām
. pus.pavr..s.tyāvakı̄rn.ah. puram anupama. . . ). The same inscription tells us about the successor of Dharmaśiva,
who initiated the Pratı̄hāra king Harirāja (ibid. p. 124, l. 24: ācāryah.
sa dadau samyag dı̄ks.ām
. kalyān.akārin.ı̄m
. ). The king offered elephants
in return, but, after repeated requests, the ācārya graciously accepted
some villages instead (ibid. l. 27: prārthito ’nekadā grāmān.ām
. cakame
smitārdravadanah. sa . . . ).
The Malkāpuram-inscription (13th century, ed. Pantulu) tells us about
Viśveśvaraśambhu, the ācārya of the Golakı̄ mat.ha, who was the dı̄ks.āguru
of the Kākatı̄ya king Gan.apatideva. The king and his daughter and
heir Rudrāmbā granted two villages to the Abbot, who used the donation to establish an agrahāra called Viśveśvara-Golakı̄. The inscription gives various details about the inhabitants of the village and the
new institutions: Viśveśvaraśambhu founded a temple, a mat.ha, a choultry / refectory (sattra), a maternity home (prasūtiśālā), and a hospital (ārogyaśālā). He settled sixty Drāvid.a brahmin families, eight professors to teach the three Vedas, Grammar, Mı̄mām
. sā, Nyāya, literature, and the Āgamas (p. 160, ll. 49–51: r.gyajussāmavedānām
. samyag
adhyāpakās trayah.| padavākyapramān.ānām
. sāhityasyāgamasya ca|| pañca
vyākhyākr.to), a doctor and an accountant as well (vaidyakāyasthau). Ten
dancing-girls (nartakyah.), various musicians, one Kashmirian of unnamed
profession (kāśmı̄radeśı̄yah.), and fourteen female singers (gāyinyah.) were
employed for the temple, two brahmin cooks (pācakau dvijanmānau) and
several attendants (paricārakāh.) for the sattra and the mat.ha. Ten villageguards (grāmasya raks.akāh.) from the Col.a country and twenty policemen
(bhat.āh.) kept the peace, and the village was also provided with various
craftsmen. The income of some lands was used to meet the needs of visiting Śaiva ascetics, Kālamukhas, students, and Pāśupatas, and to supply
food to all from brahmins down to the can.d.ālas who came to ViśveśvaraGolakı̄ (p. 160, ll. 70–73: upeyus.ām
. śaivatapodhanānām
. kālānanānām
. śivaśāsanānām|| vidyārthinām
. pāśupatavratānām apy annavastrādisamarpan.āya| ārabhya viprān anivāritānām
. can.d.ālaparyantam upāgatānām|| annapradānāya ca).
The Ranōd-inscription (10–11th century, edited by Kielhorn) gives the
earliest genealogy of the Mattamayūra clan. We learn that king Avan58

tivarman persuaded the sage Purandara to come to his country and to
establish a mat.ha in his capital, Mattamayūra (possibly identical with
the modern Kadwāhā). Purandara initiated the king (on this initiation
being Saiddhāntika Śaiva see Sanderson 2001, p. 9f., n. 6), and established another mat.ha at Aran.ipadra (modern Ranōd). The last ācārya of
this mat.ha mentioned on the inscription is Vyomaśiva (or Vyomaśambhu),
who renovated the mat.ha and excavated an impressive tank (the beauties
of which are extolled in several verses). Vyomaśiva’s asceticism was exemplary (p. 358, ll. 33–34):
purā yos.itsaṅgād anibhr.tanijāks.am
. bhagavatā
vijigye yah. kāmas tripuraripun.āvis.kr.tarus.ā|
niruddhāks.ah. ks.āntyā tam ayam ajayat saṅgarahitah.
sucı̄rn.n.ānām
. syād vā kim iha tapasām
. dus.ka[ra]m iti ||33||
‘Long ago the Blessed Lord, the Enemy of the Three Forts, showed his
anger and defeated Kāma by opening his [third] eye, because of the contact with a woman: he[, Vyomaśiva,] has defeated him [i.e. Kāma] with
eyes closed, with forbearance, avoiding contact [with women]. Or rather,
what would be difficult for well-observed ascetic practices?’
On the other hand, the same Abbot was a great scholar, well-versed in
various philosophical doctrines (ibid. ll. 36–38):
siddhāntes.u maheśa es.a niyatam
. nyāye ’ks.apādo munir
gambhı̄re ca kan.āśinas tu kan.abhuk śāstre śrutau jaiminih.|
sām
. khye ’nalpamatih. svayam
. ca kapilo lokāyate sadgurur
vuddho vvuddhamate jinoktis.u jinah. ko vātha nāyam
. kr.tı̄||36||
‘He was truly the Great Lord in [the teachings of Śaiva] Siddhānta, the
Sage Aks.apāda in Nyāya, Kanabhuj [= Kan.āda] in the deep science of
Kan.āśin [= Kan.āda], Jaimini in Vedic tradition, the intelligent Kapila
himself in Sām
. khya, a true master of Lokāyata, Buddha in Buddha’s doctrine, Jina in Jina’s teachings. Or rather, whom was this wise person not
equal to?’
(pp. 358f., ll. 40–42:)
sam
. lı̄nam
. mukha eva śākyakarin.ām atyūrjjitam
. garjjitam
.
trāsād yasya ca jainajamvukaśatair ddurvyāhr.tam
. sam
. hr.tam|
sod.ham
. jātu na jaiminı̄yaharin.air lı̄lākr.tam
. hum
. kr.tam
.
tasyānyad gaganeśakānanapateh. kim
. syāt stutam
. prastutam
. ||39||
‘Out of fear from him, the Buddhist elephants’ thunderous trumpeting
died away already in their mouth, and hundreds of Jaina jackals subdued
their inarticulate crying. The Mı̄mām
. saka antelopes could never endure
his playful roaring. What other deed of this lord of Śiva’s forest shall we
praise?’
Vyomaśiva apparently does not fit into the picture of the “typical” ācārya
of the Mattamayūra clan as it was drawn by Richard Davis (Davis, p. 135):
‘Like Tolstoy’s proverbial hedgehog, the Drunken Peacocks know only one
thing [i.e. Śaiva Siddhānta], but they know it very well. The poets seldom
praise the Śaiva sages for their mastery of other traditional Indian disciplines of knowledge like grammar, or for knowing other genres of religious
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texts such as the Vedas.’
It is certainly tempting to identify this learned Śaiva Abbot with the author of the Vyomavatı̄, a work on Vaiśes.ika philosophy. According to
Walter Slaje (Slaje, ‘Untersuchungen. . . ’), Jayanta and the philosopher
Vyomaśiva were contemporaries, while the date of the Abbot Vyomaśiva
might also be settled around 900 AD. The following verse of another inscription (now in the Archaeological Museum, Gwalior), praising the same
ācārya, might also support this identification (the inscription was not
at my disposal; it is described in Willis, p. 113; the verse is quoted in
Pathak, p. 39, n. 4):
munisūryen.a nirastam
. .tı̄kālokena yena lokasya|
prakat.ayateha padārtham
. santam asac ca santamasam||
‘. . . which sun-like sage dispelled the darkness of the world with the light
of his commentary (i.e. the Vyomavatı̄-t.ı̄kā on the Praśastapādabhās.ya?)
which revealed here both the existing categories and non-existence (asat
= abhāva).’ (Praśastapāda omits abhāva and mentions six padārthas. Vyomaśiva explains why abhāva is subordinated to the other categories.)
In any case, we shall see that the God-proving arguments of the Śaiva
ācārya in the Āgamad.ambara (just as similar arguments in the texts of
the Śaiva Siddhānta) are remarkably close to those found in the Vaiśes.ika
Vyomavatı̄ (and in several Nyāya texts as well).
3.66 slow, graceful dance Instead of accepting the reading of the manuscripts
one might conjecture ◦ manthanalāsya◦ , ‘a [graceful] dance: the waving of
the mendicant-garments’.
3.67 ex conj. Another possible way of emending the text could be: pasam
. tataram
.
ajja tavovan.am
. imam
. n.o dı̄sadi, ‘This penance-grove seems to me most
peaceful today.’ The correct Śaurasenı̄ form of raman.ı̄yam should be
raman.ı̄am
. , and not raman.ijjam
. (see Pischel§138).
3.69 smiling with ashes The colour of laughter is white, like the ashes smeared
on the ascetic’s body.
3.69 act as servants ex conj. Isaacson. I cannot interpret the reading
cairaveda (airaveda?, eraveda?). The only meaningful word which resembles it is Ailavila or Aid.avid.a, a name of Kubera (cf. Amarakośa 2.73).
3.71 upon my word ex conj. The conjecture is a tentative one.
3.71 Shiva’s heaven One could also consider reading śivapurah.stham
..
3.72 absorption into Brahman ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur’s emendation, balamha, might also be a Prakrit form of brahma, although one
would expect baramha in a Śaurasenı̄ passage. Another possibility, suggested by Prof. Sanderson, is to understand the Prakrit as ‘brahmabhūtam
.’
(and perhaps emend the text to bamhabhūdam
. ) and translate ‘I imagine
myself ascending, merged with Brahman’.
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3.75 attention ex conj.
3.75 I don’t think ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur, probably misreading
the manuscripts, took śaṅkā agreeing with yathāvasthitā. The manuscripts
however, read yathāvasthitās, agreeing with āśramin.ah. (which also seems
to give a better meaning).
3.75 Why worry? ex conj. One might consider emending this otherwise unmetrical line in another way.
3.81 †. . . † The manuscripts read uggāhan.akaan.akham
. dham
. va, which was emended by Raghavan and Thakur to uggakhan.avaan.avam
. dham
. vva, for
which they give the following chāyā (with a question mark): ugraks.an.avacanabandham iva. Although this conjecture is neither convincing nor
interpretable for me, I cannot suggest anything better.
3.84 riches of his kingdom ex em. Isaacson.
3.84 a heavenly tree in a place where there is nothing around it ex conj.
The expression ekavr.ks.e often occurs in Tantric context, indicating a suitable place for performing a ritual, see e.g. Siddhayogeśvarı̄mata 6.3. Another possible emendation, suggested by Prof. Sanderson, is ‘marudeśe’,
‘in the desert’.
3.84 for a long time ex em. Isaacson. Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha (Cārvākadarśana) p. 6: lokasiddho rājā parameśvarah.| ‘The [only] Supreme Lord is
the king, who[se existence] is [well-]established among the people.’ (also
p. 7: lokasiddho bhaved rājā pareśo nāparah. smr.tah.|) As Prof. Sanderson
pointed out to me in a letter of 15. xii. 2003, ‘there may be an allusion here
to the convention whereby religious texts constrain the king to support
their institutions by promising him a long reign if he complies and a short
one if he doesn’t’.
3.84 expert ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur. The adding of a word with a
similar meaning seems to be necessary.
3.85 The Cārvāka’s behaviour is disrespectful probably because he does not
wait until he is offered a seat, or, as Prof. Sanderson pointed out to me in
the above mentioned letter, ‘because he uses impertinently familiar forms
of address to both the ascetic and Sam
. kars.an.a’.
3.88 self-restraint is just a way to cheat yourself of pleasures Cf. Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha (Cārvākadarśana) p. 3: aṅganādyāliṅganādijanyam
. sukham eva purus.ārthah.| ‘The only goal of man is pleasure produced by
such [activities] as embracing women and the like.’ Ibid. p. 4: yadi kaścid
bhı̄rur dr..s.tam
. sukham
. tyajet tarhi sa paśuvan mūrkho bhavet| tad uktam—
‘tyājyam
. sukham
. vis.ayasaṅgamajanma pum
. sām
.
duh.khopasr..s.tam’ iti mūrkhavicāran.ais.ā|
vrı̄hı̄ñ jihāsati sitottamatan.d.ulād.hyān
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ko nāma bhos tus.akan.opahitān hitārthı̄||
‘If someone cowardly gave up the pleasure he had already experienced
then he would be as stupid as a beast. It is said: “The idiots express the
following opinion: ‘Men should give up pleasure arising from the contact
with sense objects, [since it is] accompanied by pain.’ Who on earth, if
he means well by himself, would throw away rice which is rich in white
grains of the best quality, just because it is mixed with bits of husk?”’
3.88 sacrificial rituals such as the Agnihotra seem to me just like children’s games Cf. Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha (Cārvākadarśana) p. 5: nanu
pāralaukikasukhābhāve bahuvittavyayaśarı̄rāyāsasādhye ’gnihotrādau vidyāvr.ddhāh. katham
. pravartis.yante iti cet, tad api na pramān.akot.im
. praves..tum
ı̄s..te| anr.tavyāghātapunaruktados.air dūs.itatayā vaidikammanyair eva dhūrtabakaih. parasparam
. karmakān.d.aprāmān.yavādibhir jñānakān.d.asya jñānakān.d.aprāmān.yavādibhih. karmakān.d.asya ca pratiks.iptatvena trayyā dhūrtapralāpamātratvena agnihotrāder jı̄vikāmātraprayojanatvāt| tathā cābhānakah.—
agnihotram
. trayo vedās tridan.d.am
. bhasmagun..thanam|
buddhipaurus.ahı̄nānām
jı̄viketi
br
.
. haspatih.||
‘Objection: “If there is no happiness which belongs to the next world,
then why should those who are advanced in learning engage in [rituals]
such as the Agnihotra, which can [only] be performed at great expense
and physical labour?” This [objection] cannot enter the class of proofs
either. For [rituals] such as the Agnihotra are good only for making a
living, since [the Veda] is defiled by the faults of falsehood, contradiction,
and superfluous repetition; and since the shrewd hypocrites who fancy
themselves Vedic experts refute each other’s texts: those who hold that
[only] the ritualistic part of the Veda is valid reject its esoteric part, while
those who hold that [only] the esoteric part is valid reject the ritualistic
part; and since the three Vedas are just the ravings of rogues. As the
[following] saying also [points out]: ‘The Agnihotra, the three Vedas, the
triple staff [of a renouncer], the smearing [of one’s body] with ashes are
the livelihood of those who lack intelligence and manliness: thus [taught]
Br.haspati.’
3.91 There goes the son of a barren woman Cf. Nareśvaraparı̄ks.āprakāśa
p. 8: . . . es.a vandhyāsuto yāti ityādivākyajātasyeva prāmān.yābhāvāt ‘since
it lacks validity like such kind of statements as “here goes the son of a
barren woman”.’
3.91 a bow made of hare-horn Cf. Br.haspatismr.ti (reconstructed by K. V.
Rangaswami Aiyangar, Gaekwad’s Oriental Series LXXXV, Baroda, 1941)
2.12:
mamānena pradātavyam
. śaśaśr.ṅgakr.tam
. dhanuh.|
asambhāvyam asādhyam
. tam
. paks.am āhur manı̄s.in.ah.||
‘ “He must give me a bow made of hare-horn.” The wise say that this
idea is inconceivable and not accomplishable.’
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3.92 he supervises the mass of karmas Cf. Parākhyatantra 1.92cd–94cd:
karman.ā dehasam
. yogo vibhor api maheśvarāt||
aśaktatvāt svato nāsya sāmarthyam
. karmayojane|
paśutvaruddhacicchakteh. svātantryam
. na paśor atah.||
karma cidrahitam
tasmād
yojakam
tad
apeks.ate|
.
.
yojakah. sa maheśānah. svecchayā balavān yatah.|
‘The linking of the soul, though all-pervading, with a body because of
action [comes about] through the [intervention of the] Lord. Because the
soul is without power he does not of himself have the capacity for linking
himself to [the consequences of his] actions, and so the bound soul, whose
power of consciousness is blocked by impurity, has no autonomy. [And]
action is devoid of consciousness and therefore it depends on something
that links it [to those to whom it must accrue]. The entity that links it
is the Supreme Lord, who does it by His will, since He has might.’ (tr.
Goodall)
3.94ff. The following verses could also have been said from a mı̄mām
. saka position. See for example Āgamaprāmān.ya pp. 34ff. (mı̄mām
. sakapaks.a):
kva vā deśe tis..thann anavaratatr.ptah. kim iti vā
kadā vā niśśes.am
. janayati tad etad vimr.śatu|
kvacit tis..thann is..tam
. kim api phalam uddiśya karan.aih.
kadācid yatkiñcij janayati kulālādir akhilah.||
kr.tārthatvāt krı̄d.ā na ca bhavati hetur yadi khalu
svabhāvah. svātantryam
. prakat.itam aho samprati vibhoh.|
abhipretam
kiñcid
yad
ayam asamı̄ks.yaiva kurute
.
jagajjanmasthemapravilayamahāyāsam avaśah.||
anukampāprayuktena sr.jyamānāś ca jantavah.|
sukhinah. kim
. na sr.jyante tatkarmāpeks.ayā yadi||
tatah. svatantratāhānih. kim
. ca tair eva hetubhih.|
upapanne ’pi vaicitrye kim
. tatkalpanayānayā||
‘Consider this: being where, when, and why does He who is constantly
satisfied create that entire [universe]? Every [person], such as a potter,
creates whatever [he creates] while being at a certain place, at a certain
time, with regard to a certain result, [and] with [certain] instruments. And
since He has fulfilled a purpose [when He created the world], [mere] sport
cannot be the motive [behind His acts]; if the motive is [His] nature: by
George, now you have demonstrated the independence of the Lord, since
he helplessly makes the great effort of producing, sustaining, and creating
the world without taking into account anything [He might have] wished
for. If He produces the creatures stimulated by compassion, then why
does he not produce them happy? If [you reply that] because [God] takes
their karmas into consideration, then [His] independence will suffer a loss.
Furthermore, if the variety [of worldly phenomena] is explainable with the
help of those causes [i.e. karmas] alone, then why postulate Him in this
way?’ (Cf. Ślokavārttika sambandhāks.epaparihāra v. 52 seqq.)
3.94 Bhāsarvajña examines similar alternatives in Nyāyabhūs.an.a pp. 458f.: tathā63

pi vicāryam etat, kimartham
. pravartate bhagavān iti? parānugrahārtham
ity eke| (. . . ) athavā svārtham eva pravartate| (. . . ) athavā ādityavat
svabhāvenaiva pravartate| ‘Nevertheless we should examine for what purpose the Lord is engaged [in creation]. Some say that [he creates] in order
to favour others. (. . . ) Or maybe he is engaged [in creation] only for his
own sake. (. . . ) Or maybe he is engaged [in creation] just by his inherent
nature, similarly to the sun [which shines because that is its nature].’
3.94 sport Cf. Kiran.atantra 1.5cd: jaya nr.ttamahārambhakrı̄d.āviks.obhadārun.a||
‘Victory, [you who are] fearsome because of the shaking [of the world] as
a result of the vigorous playfulness of your dancing!’ (tr. Goodall)
3.94 impulse The scriptures of Śaiva Siddhānta often refer to preran.ā as a
characteristic act of God and the lords of mantras, on the different levels
of creation, e.g. Kiran.atantra 3.25cd–26:
ı̄śvaro ’dhah.sthavidyānām
. patı̄n sam
. prerayaty asau||
tena preritamātrās te kurvate ’dhastanam
. jagat|
śuddhe ’dhvani śivah. kartā prokto ’nanto ’site prabhuh.||
‘The Lord urges the overlords of the lower mantras [to act]. As soon as
they have been urged by Him, they create the lower universe. In the pure
path Śiva is the creator. Ananta is taught to be the lord in the impure
[path].’ (tr. Goodall)
Ibid. 14d: yonim
. prerayate ks.an.āt|| ‘[Ananta] immediately stimulates the
matrix [of primal matter to generate from herself all that is material].’ (tr.
Goodall)
3.94 honesty It is not entirely clear to me why would God create out of ‘honesty’. The text may be corrupt here.
3.95 who has no desire for the group of causal factors like the instrumental cause, and who is also deprived of assistant factors Cf. Kiran.atantra 3.9cd: vaikaran.yād amūrtatvāt kartr.tvam
. yujyate katham|| ‘How is it possible for Him to be a creator, since He lacks
the means and is not embodied?’ Bhat.t.a Rāmakan.t.ha’s Kiran.avr.tti ad
loc.: karan.ānām abhāvo vaikaran.yam
. , tasmād ı̄śvaro jagatah. kartā na
sambhavati| karan.ābhāvād dan.d.acakrasūtrādirahitah. kumbhakāra iva kumbhe| tad idam uktam
. jaiminı̄yaih.—‘na ca nih.sādhanah. kartā kaścit sr.jati
kiñcana|’ (Ślokavārttika, sambandhāks.epaparihāra 50cd) ‘He lacks instruments, and because of this it is impossible that the Lord created the
universe. Because of His lack of instruments He is like a potter who has
no stick, wheel, thread or other instrument in regard to [creating] a pot.
The same [point] is expressed by the Mı̄mām
. sakas: “And no creator ever
creates anything without means to accomplish it.” (tr. Goodall) As the
verse quoted from the Ślokavārttika shows, this objection could also be
made from a Mı̄mām
. saka position.
3.95 particular ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur. One might consider completing the otherwise unmetrical line with another word.
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3.103 = Vākyapadı̄ya 1.32, also quoted in Nyāyamañjarı̄ vol. I, p. 314, Tattvasaṅgraha 1459, and Syādvādaratnākara p. 262. Bhartr.hari illustrates
this assertion in his vr.tti (p. 89), e.g. grı̄s.mahemantādis.u kūpajalādı̄nām
atyantabhinnāh. sparśādayo dr.śyante, ‘things such as water in a well feel
and [look, etc.] very different in summer, in winter, or in other [seasons]’
(an illustration of kālabheda, which makes it impossible to infer the exact
temperature of the water). Thus, as Vr.s.abhadeva notes, tatra syād api
kaścid dhūmo yo nāgneh., yathā śālūkād api śālūkah., gomayād api, ‘among
[all things in the world] there might exist such a smoke which does not arise
from fire, just as some frogs are born from frogs, others from cow-dung’.
3.105 = Vākyapadı̄ya 1.42, also quoted in Nyāyamañjarı̄ vol. I, p. 316. Bhartr.hari actually intended to emphasise the importance of scripture with
this verse. As he explains in his vr.tti (pp. 98f.): yasya hi sthālı̄pulākanyāyenaikadeśam
. dr..s.tvā śis..te ’rthe pratipattih. so ’ndha iva vis.ame girimārge caks.us.mantam
. netāram antaren.a tvarayā paripatan kam
. cid eva mārgaikadeśam
. hastasparśenāvagamya samatikrāntas tatpratyayād aparam api
tathaiva pratipadyamāno yathā vināśam
. labhate tadvad āgamacaks.us.ā vinā
tarkānupātı̄ kevalenānumānena kvacid āhitapratyayo dr..s.tādr..s.taphales.u karmasv āgamam utkramya pravartamāno niyatam
. mahatā pratyavāyena sam
.yujyate| ‘For someone who, following the maxim of the cooking-pot and
boiled rice, having seen a portion [of the whole thing] determines the rest
of the thing [since he assumes it to be the same as the portion he has
seen], just as a blind man, who runs on an uneven mountain path without
a guide who can see, covers just a small distance while feeling it by touch
of hand, and because of the knowledge (or confidence) [produced] by that
he believes the remaining [part of the road] to be the same, perishes—in
the same way that man, too, who, without the ‘eye’ of scripture, follows
logic and, having attained partial knowledge (or confidence about certain
things) with the help of inference alone, becomes engaged in actions that
have visible and invisible results while he disregards scripture: [such a
person] will necessarily meet great disaster.’
3.107 = Vākyapadı̄ya 1.34, also quoted in Tattvasaṅgraha 1461, Nyāyamañjarı̄
vol. I, p. 316.
3.109 Cf. Bhattacharya, p. 605, III.1.
3.112 suffer the torments of hunger ex conj.
3.120 Cf. Tattvopaplavasim
. ha, p. 125: upaplutes.v eva tattves.v avicāritaraman.ı̄yāh. sarve vyavahārā ghat.anta iti| ‘Only when the principles have been
annihilated, all transactions take place pleasantly [as long as] they are
not examined.’ The ālam
. kārika Udbhat.a (who may or may not be the
same as the Cārvāka Udbhat.a who wrote a Tattvavr.tti according to Syādvādaratnākara, p. 265) classified subject matters into two groups: “wellestablished [even after] they have been analysed” (vicāritasusthah.) and
“pleasing [only as long as] they are not analysed” (avicāritaraman.ı̄yah.).
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Śāstras deal with the former group, while kāvyas with the latter (quoted
in Kāvyamı̄mām
. sā, p. 44).
3.212 you just don’t want to yield an inch Cf. Jacob 1909, who gives
the following possible interpretations: ‘unduly extending one’s claim or
one’s position generally’ ( = bhiks.upādaprasāran.anyāya), ‘to establish
one’s self freely and fully: to extend one’s power far and wide’. Jacob
also makes the following observation: ‘In the passages, however, in which
I have met with the expression, it seems to employ a dogged adherence to
a position in spite of previous failure, and when there is little prospect
of further success.’ (Jacob quotes the Upamitibhavaprapañcā Kathā, the
Khan.d.anakhan.d.akhādya, and the Nyāyamañjarı̄.
3.122 non-smoke and non-fire ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur.
3.123 accordance ex conj. Sanderson.
3.125 Therefore. . . = Nyāyabhās.ya ad Nyāyasūtra 1.1.7 (p. 14).
3.126 for things concerning which cognition is still to be acquired. ex
conj. The conjecture is supported by the parallel passage in the Nyāyamañjarı̄.
This was the view of the ‘sophisticated’ Cārvākas (suśiks.itatarāh., Nyāyamañjarı̄ vol. I, pp. 326f.), who are identified by Cakradhara as ‘Udbhat.a &
co.’ (udbhat.ādayah., Nyāyamañjarı̄granthibhaṅga p. 19; on p. 43 Cakradhara also tells us that with the term ‘cunning Cārvāka’ (cārvākadhūrta)
Jayanta also refers to Udbhat.a).
Kamalaśı̄la ascribes this position to Purandara (Tattvasaṅgrahapañjikā,
introducing v. 1482): purandaras tv āha— ‘lokaprasiddham anumānam
.
cārvākair apı̄s.yata eva, yat tu kaiścil laukikam
. mārgam atikramyānumānam
ucyate, tan nis.idhyate’ iti| ‘Purandara, on the other hand, says: “[That
kind of] inference which is well established in everyday life is certainly accepted by the Cārvākas, too, but that [kind of] inference is rejected which
some people assert going beyond the everyday path [of reasoning].”’
The Syādvādaratnākara quotes Udbhat.a’s commentary on Purandara’s
following sūtra (p. 265): pramān.asyāgaun.atvād (em. : pramān.asya gaun.atvād ed.) anumānād arthaniścayo durlabhah.| ‘Since a [real] means of
valid knowledge is not indirect, it is hardly possible to ascertain things
on the basis of inference.’ (The same sūtra is also quoted in Nyāyamañjarı̄ vol. I, p. 312, and in Nyāyabhūs.an.a p. 210; in the latter text one
should emend arthadurlabhah. to arthaniścayo durlabhah.. Bhāsarvajña
glosses agaun.atva with anupacaritavis.ayatva.) Says Udbhat.a (Syādvādaratnākara pp. 265f.): lokaprasiddhes.v api hetus.u vyabhicārādarśanam
asti, tantrasiddhes.v api tena vyabhicārādarśanalaks.an.agun.asādharmyatas
tantrasiddhahetūnām
. tathābhāvo vyavasthāpyata iti gaun.atvam anumānasya| avyabhicārāvagamo hi laukikahetūnām anumeyāvagame nimittam, sa
nāsti tantrasiddhes.v iti na tebhyah. paroks.āvagamo nyāyyah., ata idam uktam anumānād arthaniścayo durlabha iti| ‘As for [those] logical reasons
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which are well established in the world, we do not see that they are erroneous; therefore, because of the apparent [but unreal] similarity of the
property [called] “the non-perception of erroneousness” also with respect
to [logical reasons] that have been established scientific works, it is determined that logical reasons established in scientific works are thus [i.e.
non-erroneous]: this is the indirect nature of inference. For the ground of
ascertaining the inferendum is the ascertainment of the non-erroneousness
of ordinary logical reasons; this does not take place in the case of [logical
reasons which are] established in scientific works: so it is not right to infer
from them things that are beyond the scope of sense-perception. That
is why it has been said: “It is hardly possible to ascertain things on the
basis of inference”.’
3.130 Cf. Kiran.atantra 3.12ac:
sthūlam
. vicitrakam
. kāryam
. nānyathā ghat.avad bhavet|
asti hetur atah. kaścit. . .
‘[The universe is] gross, diverse, [and therefore] an effect, like a pot. It
cannot be otherwise. And so there exists some [instigating] cause.’ (tr.
Goodall)
Commenting on this verse Rāmakan.t.ha distinguishes two positions regarding the origin of the universe. For the Sām
. khyas and the Buddhists, the
universe is an effect, but not for the Mı̄mām
. sakas, Jainas, and Cārvākas,
who hold that ‘the universe was never not thus’ (na kadācid anı̄dr.śam
. jagad, Kiran.avr.tti p. 71.) The Tantra rejects the view of the latter group and
establishes that the universe is a product. Says Rāmakan.t.ha: yat sthūlam
.
tat kāryam
. yathā ghat.ādi, sthūlam
. caitad adr..s.takartr.kam
. bhuvanādi, tatah.
kāryam iti| (ibid.) ‘Whatever is gross is an effect, like such things as pots.
This [universe] that consists in the worlds and so on, and whose creator
is not directly experienced, is also gross and therefore [it too is] an effect.’
(tr. Goodall)
A few lines below Rāmakan.t.ha further expands on the subject (Kiran.avr.tti
p. 72): yat kāryam
. tad viśis..tajñānakriyāyuktakartrā vinā na siddhyatı̄ti
yathā ghat.ādi| kāryam
. caitat sarvam eva jagat| atas tad api viśis..tajñānakriyāyuktena kartrā vinā na bhavati| yas tatkartā sa ı̄śvarah. siddha eva|
‘Whatever is an effect cannot exist without a creator equipped of particular powers of knowledge and action, just as pots and such [cannot exist
without such a creator]. So too this entire universe is an effect. And
therefore that too cannot come into being without a creator equipped of
particular powers of knowledge and action. And so its creator, God, is
established.’ (tr. Goodall)
Cf. Mataṅgapārameśvara, vidyāpāda 99cd–100ab (p. 226):
nimittakāran.am
. tv ı̄śo hy upādānam
. tu śaktayah.||
samavāyi tathā māyā kāryam etaj jagat sadā|
‘The Lord is the instigating cause, as for [his] powers, they are the material
cause, and māyā is the inseparable cause; this world is always the effect.’
(Bhat.t.a Rāmakan.t.ha in his vr.tti ad loc. seems to interpret upādāna as
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sahakārikārana and samavāyin as upādāna.)
Cf. also Parākhyatantra 2.2–3:
mūrtāh. sāvayavā ye ’rthā nānārūpaparicchadāh.|
sthūlāvayavaśis..tatvād buddhimaddhetupūrvakāh.||
ato ’sti buddhimān kaścid ı̄śvarah. samavasthitah.|
pratipannah. svakāryen.a dr..s.ten.ātrānumānatah.||
‘All things that are endowed with form, that are made up of parts, that
have various forms, because they are distinguished by having gross parts
must necessarily depend on a sentient cause. Therefore there exists some
sentient [cause]. [And that is] proved to be the Lord. He is known, according to this system, by the inference that we draw from His effects,
which we directly experience.’ (tr. Goodall)
Ibid. v. 12ab (Pratoda’s objection):
ks.iter evam
. vidham
. rūpam
. na kadācid anı̄dr.śam|
‘The form of the earth is thus; it was never not thus. (tr. Goodall)
Ibid. 2.29abc (from Prakāśa’s reply):
nimittam ı̄śvarākhyam
. yat tad dr..s.tam
. sahakāran.am|
upādānam
ca
yat
sūks
mam
.
.
.
‘The instigating cause is called the ‘lord’; that which is the auxiliary cause
is something seen [such as the stick, wheel, etc.]; that which is the material
cause is subtle [matter].’ (tr. Goodall)
The same arguments, establishing that composite entities like mountains
must be products (which fact also serves to prove the necessity of God’s existence, since all effects require a cause, and special effects require a special
cause), can be found e.g. in the Nyāyabhūs.an.a (p. 453: bhūbhūdharādeś
ca kāryatvam
. sāvayavatvena pratı̄yate, sāvayavasya nityatvavirodhāt, khananādinā caikadeśavināśadarśanāt| ‘And we learn that the earth, mountains, etc. are products from the fact they are composite, for something
which is composite cannot be permanent, and since we see that parts
of it get destroyed through digging, etc.’), the Nyāyavārttika (pp. 433ff.)
and also in two Īśvarasiddhis (one vais.n.ava and the other śaiva): that of
Yāmunācārya (pp. 158, 164.), and that of Utpaladeva (pp. 13ff.).
See also Vyomavatı̄, p. 70: pr.thivı̄ kāryam, avayavasanniveśaviśis..tatvāt|
yad yad avayavasanniveśaviśis..tam, tat tat kāryam
. dr..s.tam, yathā ghat.ādi|
tathā cāvayavasanniveśaviśis..tā pr.thivı̄, tasmāt kāryeti|; ‘The earth is a
product, because it is characterised by the combination of [its] parts. If
A is characterised by the combination of [its] parts then A is understood
to be a product, like a pot. Accordingly the earth is characterised by the
arrangement of [its] parts, therefore it is a product.’
Ibid. p. 101: ks.ityādı̄ni kāryāni racanāvattvāt| yad yad racanāvat, tat tat
kāryam, yathā ghat.ādi| tathā racanāvat ks.ityādi, tasmāt kāryam iti| ‘The
earth and [mountains and similar objects] are products, because they have
arrangement. If A has arrangement then A is a product, like a pot. And
the earth and [mountains and similar objects] have arrangement, therefore
they are products.’
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3.132 Cf. Kiran.avr.tti ad 3.9ab: nāpi rūpalabdhyādinā caks.urādir iva pūrvoktatanukaran.abhuvanādikāryānyathānupapattilaks.an.enānumānena tasya mahābhūtebhya evotpattidr..s.teh.| yad āhuh. saugatāh.—‘yasmin sati bhavaty eva
yat tato ’nyasya kalpane| taddhetutvena sarvatra hetūnām anavasthitih.||’
(Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 26; Pandeya’s edition reads yes.u satsu)
‘Nor [can we infer a creator God], in the same way as [we infer] the faculty
of sight and other [sense faculties] by their effects, such as the perception
of form, by an inference on the basis that we cannot otherwise account
for [what must be the Lord’s] effects, such as the bodies, instruments and
worlds mentioned above, since that [body of effects] is known from experience to arise from the [five] elements alone. As the Buddhists say: “If
something comes into being when another thing exists and one posits as
the cause of the former some entity other than the latter, then there is an
infinite regress of causes.” (tr. Goodall)
Also Parākhyatantra 2.4 (Pratoda’s objection):
kāryakāran.asambandho na gr.hı̄to yatas tayoh.|
tena tatkāran.ābhāvān na khyāpyam
. kāryadarśanam||
‘Since we do not perceive that there is a relation of cause and effect between them [viz. between God and the world we see], and [because] there
is therefore nothing [that we know] to have caused this [world], therefore
you should not proclaim that we have direct experience of [His] effects
[since we do not know them to be effects].’ (tr. Goodall)
Yāmunācārya cites a similar objection in his Īśvarasiddhi (pp. 163f.): mahı̄mahı̄dharādi kāryam
. na bhavati, prasiddhakāryavilaks.an.atvāt, gaganavat, aśakyadarśanopādānopakaran.atvād vā vyatireken.a ghat.ādivat| ‘The
earth, mountains and [similar objects] cannot be effects, since, like the
air, they are different from well-known effects, or, unlike in the case of
such things as a pot, it is impossible to see their material and instrumental causes.’
3.134 Cf. Bhat.t.a Rāmakan.t.ha’s vr.tti ad Mataṅgapārameśvara, vidyāpāda 6.99
cd–100 ab (p. 228) where he also refutes Dharmakı̄rti’s objection (Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 13–14) and then says: anyathā mahānasavartino dhūmasyāgnikāryatvasiddhāv api parvatādivartinas tato ’nyatvād
agnikāryatvāsiddheh., ghat.agatasya kr.takatvasyānityatvasiddhāv api śabdasambandhino ’siddheh. sarvatrāsiddhatvasya sambhavāt sarvānumānābhāva
eva| ‘Otherwise [i.e. if we accepted the Buddhist position], even though
the smoke in the kitchen is proved to be an effect of fire, since the [smoke]
on the mountain is different from the one [in the kitchen], we could not
prove that it is [also] an effect of fire; [and] even though the artificiality of
the pot is proved from its impermanence, [the artificiality] connected with
sound could not be established; thus the possibility of not [being able to]
draw a conclusion could occur everywhere, and so all inferences would be
completely abolished.’
Cf. also Bhat.t.a Nārāyan.akan.t.ha’s Mr.gendravr.tti ad 3.6cd–7ab (p. 110ff.).
3.136 Cf. Pramān.avārttika (Pandey), pramān.asiddhi 13: siddham
. yādr.g adhi69

.s.thātr.bhāvābhāvānuvr.ttimat| sanniveśādi tad yuktam
. tasmād yad anumı̄yate||
3.137 Rāmakan.t.ha also deals with this Buddhist objection in his Kiran.avr.tti
(pp. 72–73): na ca kāryatvam atra tathābhūtam
. na siddham ity āśaṅkanı̄yam| yad āhuh. saugatāh.— (Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 13–14)
‘siddham
. yādr.g adhis..thātr.bhāvābhāvānuvr.ttimat|
sanniveśādi tad yuktam
. tasmād yad anumı̄yate||
vastubhede prasiddhasya śabdasāmyād abhedinah.|
na yuktānumitih. pān.d.udravyād iva hutāśane||
iti| kāryamātrasya kartr.mātren.a ghat.ādau kr.takatvamātrasyānityatvamātren.eva vyāpteh. siddhatvāt| anyathā tatrāpy anyatrāpi ca dr..s.tāntasādhyadharmabhedena hetubhedakalpane sarvānumānābhāva eva| aviśes.āt pān.d.utvasya tu bhāvād dhūmābhāve ’pi himamakkolādis.u ca taddarśanād vahnyanumāpakatvam ayuktam eva|
‘And it cannot be questioned that its being an effect in the same way is
proved, as the Buddhists [do when they] say: “When that particular kind
of compositeness etc. is established to be in positive and negative concomitance with the [existence of the] controller—it is fine that that [i.e.
the existence of a controller] is inferred from that [kind of compositeness].
(N.B. The translation of this verse is mine.) But an inference in respect of
some particular thing of something well-known from some [logical ground]
which is similar [to that in some valid argument such as the one outlined
above just] because the wording is the same is not correct. [It is] like
[inferring the presence of] fire from [the presence of some] pale substance
[simply because smoke can be called a pale substance].” [This objection
does not hold] because it is established that every effect is invariably concomitant with an agent, as [we see] in the case of pots and such, just as
being a product is invariably concomitant with impermanence. Otherwise
both there and elsewhere, if one creates some [imaginary] differentiation
of logical grounds by differentiating between the attribute that one wishes
to prove and [that of] the example, then all inferences will be impossible.
On the other hand, because it exists even where there is no smoke and
because one sees it in snow and chalk, and the like, it would be wrong [to
allow] that undifferentiated whiteness should be the basis for the inference
of fire.’ (tr. Goodall; cf. Nyāyamañjarı̄, vol. I, pp. 493–494, Nyāyabhū.san.a pp. 480ff, Utpaladeva’s Īśvarasiddhi pp. 8f.)
See also Vyomavatı̄, p. 102: atha dhūmasyāgnimātren.a vyāpter upalambhāt
yatropalambhas tatraivāgniprasādhakatvād viruddhatānavakāśa iti cet, ihāpi samānam
. , kāryatvasya buddhimatā vyāpter upalambhāt paks.e tatsādhakatvam iti| ‘If [you object that], because we cognise that [the presence
of] smoke is pervaded by [the presence of] fire alone, where we perceive
[smoke] there and only there [smoke] proves [the presence of] fire, and thus
there is no scope of erroneousness, [the train of thoughts] is the same in
this case, too: because we cognise that the condition of being a product is
pervaded by [the presence of a] rational [maker], [the presence of product-
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ness] in the subject proves that [i.e. that it was made by a rational being].’
Later Vyomaśiva also quotes and refutes Dharmakı̄rti’s objection (Pramān.avārttika pramān.asiddhi 13–15 in Vyomavatı̄, pp. 106f.). He also makes
the same remark about ‘whiteness’ as Rāmakan.t.ha, and adds: evam
. ca
valmı̄kādāv api mr.dvikāratvam
na
kulālapūrvakatve
li
ṅgam,
vyabhicārāt|
.
tasya hi prākāres..takādis.v akulālapūrvakes.v api sadbhāvāt| ‘And thus, in
the case of such things as ant-hills, too, the condition of being a modification of clay is not a logical reason which proves that [the activity of] a
potter is a precondition [of their existence], because of the irregularity [of
this logical reason], since it is also present in such things as walls or bricks,
which are dependent on [the activity of somebody who is] not a potter.’
3.138 Cf. Pramān.avārttika, pramān.asiddhi 14, quoted above.
3.141 Cf. Rāmakan.t.ha’s refutation of Dharmakı̄rti’s objection (note ad 3.137).
See also Parākhyatantra 2.5:
sambandho na gr.hı̄to vā kāryakāran.atas tv iha|
kāryam
. dr..stvā paroks.am
. tat kāran.am
. gamyate sphut.am|
tādr.gvidhena kāryen.a kartā kāryasya mı̄yate||
‘You may argue that a relation [of cause and effect] is not perceived, but
because of the [connection between] effect and cause [that we directly
experience] in the world, it is clear that when we perceive [what must be]
an effect, we understand [that there must have been] a cause of it that
cannot directly be perceived by us. Through such an effect the creator of
the effect is known.’ (tr. Goodall)
Cf. also Yāmunācārya’s Īśvarasiddhi, p. 164: na cedr.śa eva sanniveśah.
kāryo netara ity avayavasanniveśapratiniyatam
. rūpabhedam udı̄ks.āmahe|
‘And we do not expect [to find] a difference in nature determined for each
[particular case of] compositeness of constituent parts, in the form of “only
this kind of compositeness is an effect, and not a different [kind]”.’
3.143 Cf. Bhat.t.a Nārāyan.akan.t.ha’s commentary to Mr.gendratantra 3.2 (pp.
103ff.): tad evam
. kāryatvahetunā jagato buddhimatkartr.pūrvakatvasiddhau
yo ’sau tattadvaicitryasampādikecchājñānakriyāśaktiyuktah., kartā sa ity
asmadādikāryavilaks.an.aks.ityādikāryaviśes.ajanakakāran.aviśes.āvagamo yuktah.| na caitad aprasiddham
. yasmād
‘vaiśis..tyam
. kāryavaiśis..tyād dr..s.tam
. lokasthitāv api|’
(as Dr. Goodall informed me in July 2001, this verse seems to belong
to the text of the Tantra, and it is indeed quoted as part of the mūla in
Trilocana’s Siddhāntārthasamuccaya T.206 p. 62, T.284 p. 133)
lokavyavahāre ’pi viśis..tam
. kāryam
. dr..s.tvā viśis..tam eva kāran.am anumı̄yate,
yathā vicitrabhavanādivastucitralepādikalākalāpasyāmukhyatām
. madhyatvam anupamasaundaryasampadam
. ca dr..s.tvā, tattatkartur api tadgatavailaks.an.yād vaiśis..tyam avası̄yate| ataś ca
‘yad yathā yādr.śam
. yāvat kāryam
. tatkāran.am
. tathā||’
(...) evam
. jagallaks.an.akāryasya tattatprakārākāravaicitryam upalabhya
tattadviśes.avis.ayaniratiśayajñānakriyāśaktiyuktam
. kāran.am anumı̄yate|
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‘Therefore, having thus proved with the logical reason: ‘[the world] is an
effect’ that the world is dependent on an intelligent creator, that person
who is endowed with the powers of will, knowledge, and action, which
[powers] bring about the manifold diversity [of the world]—that person
is the creator: this is the correct ascertaining of an extraordinary cause
which creates extraordinary effects such as the earth, which are different
from the effects [produced by agents] of our ilk. And this is a well-known
fact, since—
“The particular nature [of the cause] is learnt from the particular nature
of the effect in everyday life as well.”
In everyday transactions, too, when we see a particular effect, we always
infer a particular cause. For example, when we see that in a collection
of artifacts like paintings depicting palaces and various other things some
are inferior, others are mediocre, yet others have unequalled beauty, we
also determine the particular qualities of each [artist] who made these [artifacts] on the basis of the differences in [the qualities of] these [objects].
And for this reason,—
“The cause has the same aspects, qualities, and dimensions as its effect.”
(. . . ) Thus, having ascertained the manifoldness of the various forms of
the effect [in question], namely the world, we infer a cause which is endowed with unsurpassed powers of knowledge and action, which have as
their object these various particularities [of the world].’
Cf. Nyāyabhūs.an.a p. 451: yathā ’garukr.tadhūmaviśes.āparijñāne ’pi tr.n.ādikr.tadhūmaviśes.ebhyo vilaks.an.am
. dhūmam upalabhamānas tr.n.ādibhyo vilaks.an.am *evendhanam (conj. : ivendhanam ed.) anumāya tatrāptād
agarusam
. jñām
. pratyeti svayam
. vā sam
. jñāntaram
. karoti, tathāsmadādikr.takāryaviśes.ebhyo vilaks.an.am
. ks.ityādikāryam upalabhamāno ’smadādibhyo vilaks.an.am
. kartāram anumāya tatrāptād ı̄śvarasam
. jñām
. pratyeti svayam
. vā sam
. jñāntaram
. karotı̄ti| ‘Just as someone, even if he is not familiar
with the particular smoke produced from [burning] agaru-wood, perceiving a smoke which is different from the particular smokes produced by
[burning] grass etc., infers a fuel which is indeed different from grass etc.,
and then learns from a reliable person that this [fuel] is called agaru or
himself gives it another name, in the same way when someone perceives
such products as the earth which are different from the particular products made by our ilk, he infers a maker who is different from our ilk and
then learns from a reliable person that this [maker] is called the Lord, or
himself gives it another name.’
See also Vyomavatı̄, p. 102, where Vyomaśiva proves that the Creator must
be an omniscient person.
3.145 talk about ex conj.
3.149 See Vyomavatı̄, p. 103: athāgnidhūmayoh. pratyaks.en.a sambandhasiddher
anumānapravr.ttir yuktā, naivam atreti cet, na, ihāpi kāryatvasyādhis..tātr.pūrvakatvena sambandhasiddher anumānam
. pravartata iti| athāgnir anumānād ūrdhvam api pratyaks.o maivam ı̄śvara ity anumānam
. katham iti
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cet, na, atyantaparoks.asyāpi caks.urāder upalabdhyanumeyatvāt| athātra
sāmānyena kriyāyāh. *karan.akāryatvopalabdher (conj. : kāran.a◦ ed.) anumānam, tarhi kāryatvasya sāmānyena kartr.pūrvakatvopalabdher anumānam
iti| (. . . ) na ca sarve dr..s.tāntadharmā dārs..tāntike ’pi bhavanti, abhede
dr..s.tāntadārs..tāntikavyavahārocchedaprasaṅgāt| na hi chidikriyāyāh. karan.am
.
kut.hārādi dr..s.tam iti rūpopalabdhikriyāyām api tathā bhavati| yathā cātrāpāstaviśes.en.a karan.ena kriyāyā vyāptatvād anumānam, evam ı̄śvarānumāne
’pi| ‘If [you object that] we are right to make the inference because the connection between fire and smoke is established through sense-perception,
[but] in this case [of inferring God] it is not so, [then I reply that your
objection is] not [valid], since in this instance, too, the inference works
because it is established that the condition of being an effect is connected
with the condition of being dependent on a controller [of the production].
If [you object that] fire is also visible after the inference [has been made],
[but] the Lord is not thus, so how could we infer [His existence], [then
I reply that your objection is] not [valid], since the faculty of sight and
[other sense-faculties] can be inferred from perception, even though they
are completely invisible. If [you say that] in this case we make the inference from perceiving the fact that [any] action in general is the effect of
an instrument, then [in the case of mountains etc.] we make the inference
from perceiving the fact that an effect in general requires an agent. (. . . )
And not all properties of the example belong also to the thing it illustrates,
since, if they were the same, talking about example and exemplified would
become impossible. For just because such things as an axe are observed
to be the instrument of the action of cutting, it is not thus in the case
of the action of perceiving colours. And just as in this case we make the
inference from the fact that action [in general] is invariably concomitant
with an instrument devoid of any particularities, [we make the inference]
in the same way also in the case of inferring the Lord.’
Cf. note ad 3.132.
3.154 Cf. note ad 3.132.
3.155 this incurable headache ex conj. The feminine pronoun iyam (omitted by Raghavan and Thakur) suggests that the subject of the sentence
is śirortih.. Instead of emending bhais.ajyā to abhais.ajyā, one might consider conjecturing bhis.ajā or bhais.ajyena.
3.157 The universe created by God must have a function: it helps the souls to
gather the fruits of their actions through a long series of rebirths. But this
theory comes to nothing if no eternal Self exists attached to our perishable body. Says Bhat.t.a Nārāyan.akan.t.ha’s Mr.gendravr.tti ad 6.1ab (atha
viśvanimittasya prāptam
. laks.an.am ātmanah.|) (p. 149): viśvasya jagato
nimittam
. pravartanahetur ātmā tadbhogasādhanāya tanukaran.abhuvanādı̄nām utpatteh.| ‘The Self is the cause of the whole universe, [i.e. it is] the
reason of its creation, since bodies, sense faculties, and worlds come into
being so that it can experience [the fruits of its past karmas].’
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The following verses of the Tantra further clarify why the universe must
have been created for the souls (vv. 6.2–3ab):
kāryam
. ks.ityādi karteśas tat kartur nopayujyate|
na svārtham apy acidbhāvān nānarthyam
. kartr.gauravāt||
pāriśes.yāt parārtham
tat
ks
etrajñah
sa
paras
tayoh.|
.
.
.
‘The earth etc. are the product, [their] creator is the Lord. This [product]
is of no use to the creator. Neither does it exist for itself, since it is unconscious. It cannot be useless because of the gravity of the creator. Since
there is no other alternative left, it must exist for the sake of another,
[and] it is the knower of the field [i.e. the Self] which is that “other”[,
different] from those two [namely the creator and his creation].’
Then the Cārvāka objects the following (v. 3cd):
paro dehas tadarthatvāt parārthāh. ks.mādayo nanu||
‘Surely that “other” is the body; earth etc. exist for the sake of something
else in so far as they exist for its sake.’
Then we have the answer to this objection (v. 4ab):
kāyo ’py acittvād ānyārthyam
. sutarām
. pratipadyate|
‘The body, too, since it is insentient, certainly exists for the sake of something else.’
The Cārvāka then puts forth that the body itself is conscious, but the
siddhāntin rejects this view (vv. 4cd–5):
cetanaś cet na bhogyatvād vikāritvāc ca jātucit||
bhogyā vikārin.o dr..s.tāś cidvihı̄nāh. pat.ādayah.|
yasmin sati ca sattvād vā na saty api śave citih.||
‘If you say that [the body] is sentient, [then my answer is:] never, because it is the object of experience [and not the subject], and because it
changes. Things which are the objects of experience and which are subject
to change, such as cloths, are seen to be devoid of consciousness. Or [if
you say that the body is conscious] because the one [i.e. the soul] exists
as long as the other [i.e. the body] exists, [this objection is also wrong,
because] even if the corpse exists there is no consciousness [in it].’
In the Mataṅgapārameśvara first Mataṅga sets forth the Cārvāka position that there is no Self other than the body, and consciousness is just
the result of some chemical process in the body (vv. 6.5cd–7ab). In his
commentary Bhat.t.a Rāmakan.t.ha mentions some details of the materialist view, the final conclusion of which is well known from other sources
as well (p. 138): ata eva ca śarı̄ravināśe dras..tur api vināśāt paralokino
’bhāvāt paralokāsiddhir ity uktam— ‘yāvajjı̄vam
. sukham
. jı̄ven nāsti mr.tyur
agocarah.| bhasmı̄bhūtasya śāntasya punarāgamanam
. kutah.|| iti| ‘And for
this very reason, since there is no transmigrating entity because the experiencing agent also perishes when the body perishes, transmigration
[itself] is [also] not established. Thus it is said: “Man should live happily
as long as he is alive. There is no one who can avoid death. How could
a dead man who has been reduced to ashes return [to life] again?”’ Cf.
Bhattacharya, p. 610, śloka 7.
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3.161 aware of itself Cf. Kiran.avr.tti ad 2.25ab (p. 53): ātmā svasam
. vedanena
svaparātmaprakāśatayā pratipurus.am
siddhyati
kim
anyena
sādhanena|
‘A
.
soul is proved to exist in every man by one’s own experience as being
manifest both to itself and to other souls. What need is there of further
proof?’ (tr. Goodall) See also Nareśvaraparı̄ks.āprakāśa ad 1.5 (p. 14),
and Mr.gendratantra 6.5 (quoted above).
3.161 single synthesizer Cf. Nareśvaraparı̄ks.āprakās.a ad 1.4 (p. 9): satyam,
ata evendriyādir iva kāryāt so ’pı̄cchātmakād anumı̄yata iti naiyāyikāh.|
(. . . ) icchā hi pūrvānubhūtasukhasādhanatvādyanusandhānasāmarthyasiddhatatsamānakartr.tvajñānasahabhāvinı̄ti jñātrantarebhya iva śarı̄ravijñānāntarādibhyo ’pi kāryatvena vyāvartamānā viśis..tam
. jñātāram
. sthiram
anumāpayatı̄ty ātmasiddhih.| ‘Say the Naiyāyikas: “True [i.e. the Self is
imperceptible]. For this very reason, just as such [invisible things] as the
sense-faculties [are inferred from their effects], it [i.e. the Self] is also inferred from an effect, namely desire.” (. . . ) For desire will [necessarily]
arise together with the cognition that it has the same agent [as the previous experience had], which [cognition] is established through the capacity
of synthesizing, for instance, the formerly experienced fact that something
is a means of accomplishing pleasure. Thus, inasmuch as it cannot be the
effect of another cognition, the body, and the like, just as [it cannot be the
effect] of other cognising subjects, [desire] induces us to infer a particular,
stable cognising subject: this proves the [existence of the] Self.’ Alex Watson has pointed out (Watson, note 51, p. 63; p. 65) the close resemblance
between the naiyāyika view as presented by Rāmakan.t.ha and Jayanta’s
arguments in the Nyāyamañjarı̄ (vol. II, pp. 278f).
3.165 . . . the contact of its threads with one another disintegrates Cf.
Bhat.t.a Nārāyan.akan.t.ha’s definition of kārya, quoted in note ad 3.180. See
also Nareśvaraparı̄ks.āprakāśa p. 114: yatra yatra sāvayavatvam
. tatra tatra
kāryatā yathā ghat.ādau| yatra tu kāryatvam
. nāsti tatra sāvayavatvam
. nāsti
yathātmādau| ‘If A is composite than A is an effect, like such things a pot.
But if A is not an effect then A is not composite, like such things as the
Self.’
3.165 it must be eternal Cf. Rāmakan.t.ha’s commentary ad Mataṅgapārameśvara vidyāpāda 6.34–35 (p. 172): grāhyopādhibhede ’py anāsvāditasvātmabhedah., kālatraye ’pi tiraskr.tasvagataprāgabhāvapradhvam
. sābhāvo,
nānāvidhapramān.ādyanekacittavr.ttyudayasam
. vedane ’py akampitatadgrāhakasthairyavedano, vr.ttyantarāles.v apy aviluptajyotih., sus.uptādāv apy akhan.d.itasvasam
. vit, satatam evārthāvagamakatvena bhāsanād ātmapadapratipādyah. pratipurus.am
. svasam
. vedanasiddhah. *sthira eva (ed. mss ū, r.,
r̄. : sthirabhāva ed.) iti kim atrānyena sādhanena? ‘[The grasping subject]
never experiences [any] differentiation in itself, even though the adventitious factors, i.e. the objects of cognition are different; [both possible
forms of] its own [non-existence:] non-existence prior to production and
non-existence after destruction are concealed from it in all three times;
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even though it cognises the arising of many conditions of the mind due to
various means of knowledge and the like, it has an unshaken cognition of
the stability of [itself as] the grasper of these [thoughts and feelings]; its
radiance is unimpaired even in the intervals of the [mental] activities; its
self-cognition is unbroken even in deep sleep and [similar conditions]; it
is expressed by the word ‘Self’ because it always shines forth as the conveyor of knowledge about objects; it is established through self-cognition
for each one of us as permanent: so what other proof is needed in its
case?’ The same sentence (with variations) is found in Rāmakan.t.ha’s
Nareśvaraparı̄ks.āprakās.a ad 1.5 (p. 14, see Watson, p. 127ff), and Paramoks.anirāsakārikāvr.tti (p. 294 in As..taprakaran.am: Tattvaprakāśa-Tattvasaṅgraha-Tattvatrayanirn.aya-Ratnatraya-Bhogakārikā-Nādakārikā-Moks.akārikā-Paramoks.anirāsakārikā, ed. Brajavallabha Dvivedı̄, Yogatantragranthamālā 12, Vārān.ası̄, 1988).
3.165 Because. . . Cf. Bhattacharya, p. 605, IV.2.
3.165 the Self has to be inferred to be eternal Cf. Bhat.t.a Rāmakan.t.ha’s
commentary (p. 18) on Kiran.atantra 1.15 (paśur . . . amūrto): kim
. ca
amūrtatvam asya prāgvad eva mūrtopalaks.itasparśayuktamahābhūtākāraśarı̄rād anyatvam
. tadgrāhakatayā prakāśanād ity anubhavenaiva bhūtātmanis.edhah.| ata eva bhūtodbhūtāc cāsya vilaks.an.atvenānubhavān na bhūtebhyah. samutpattih.| pratijanma pūrvatarajanmānubhavasam
. skārotpannasmaran.apūrvaces..tādarśanato ’nāditvena nityatvena siddheś ca| ‘Moreover
[the statement] that the soul is ‘formless’ means, as [has been said] before,
that it is different from the body, which has the form of the coarse elements that are amenable to the sense of touch and that are characterised
as ‘having form’, because it [i.e. the soul] manifests as that which perceives those [bodies and things made up of coarse elements]. Thus [the
contention that] the soul [is] composed of the [coarse] elements is refuted
by experience itself. From this it follows that it does not arise from the
elements, since it is experienced as different also from all that arises from
the elements and because it is established to be eternal, because it is beginningless, since we perceive in every birth actions that are dependent on
memory arising from the mental traces of experience in previous births.’
(tr. Goodall)
3.168 Cf. Nyāyasūtra 3.2.60: pūrvakr.taphalānubandhāt tadutpattih.| ‘It [i.e. the
body] comes into being due to the continuing existence of the fruits of the
previously performed actions.’
Nyāyabhās.ya ad loc. (p. 210): pūrvaśarı̄re yā pravr.ttir vāgbuddhiśarı̄rārambhalaks.an.ā tat pūrvakr.tam
. karmoktam| tasya phalam
. tajjanitau dharmādharmau| tatphalasyānubandha ātmasamavetasyāvasthānam| tena avasthitena prayuktebhyo bhūtebhyas tasyotpattih. śarı̄rasya, na svatantrebhyah.|
‘Previously performed action is said to be the activity [made] in the previous body, namely an effort made with voice, intellect, or body. Its fruits
are merit and demerit produced by it. The continuing existence of its
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fruit [means] that [the fruit] stays inherently attached to the Self. The
body comes into being from the elements which have been impelled by
this staying [fruit], and not from independent[ly acting elements].’
See also Uddyotakara’s commentary ad loc. (Nyāyavārttika p. 415): purus.agun.aviśes.apreritabhūtapūrvakam
. śarı̄ram
. purus.ārthakriyāsāmarthyāt| yad
yat purus.ārthakriyāsamartham
tat
tat
purus
.
. agun.aviśes.apreritabhūtapūrvakam
dr
s
t
am
yathā
rathādi
purus
agun
ena
prayatnena
preritair bhūtair āra. . .. .
.
.
bhyamān.am
purus
ārthakriyāsamartham
dr
s
t
am|
tathā
ca śarı̄ram| ‘The
.
.
. . ..
[creation of the] body depends on the elements which are impelled by
particular human qualities, since [the body] is able perform actions fulfilling human purposes. Anything that is capable to perform actions fulfilling
human purposes is seen to depend on the elements which are impelled by
particular human qualities, as a chariot, which is made of the elements
impelled by effort: a human quality, is seen to be able to perform actions
fulfilling human purposes. The same is true about the body.’
As for entities other than the body, the objection is raised that their coming into being does not have any cause, since we see for example that
thorns prick without any apparent reason (Nyāyasūtra 4.1.22: animitto
bhāvotpattih. kan..takataiks.n.yādidarśanāt|) According to Vātsyāyana, the
same argument that establishes adr..s.ta (i.e. merit and demerit caused by
former actions) as the cause of the arising of the body can be employed
to refute this objection as well (Nyāyabhās.ya ad loc., pp. 229ff.) Uddyotakara remarks that we see that certain things which possess a particular
kind of shape do have a cause of their coming into being. From this we
infer that other composite things, such as thorns or bodies, are also produced by some cause, even if we never see them being actually produced
(Nyāyavārttika p. 442). The preceding nyāyasūtras reject the assumption
that God alone can be the cause of the world’s creation, because ‘if men
do not have any karma [i.e. if they do not perform any action] then no
fruit is produced’ (4.1.20: purus.akarmābhāve phalānis.patteh.|).
The texts of the Śaiva Siddhānta also take karma to be the cause of the
variety of worldly phenomena (certainly not in itself, but under God’s supervision). See Parākhyatantra 2.8:
sambandhāgrahan.e karma hetutvena katham
. tanau|
dr..s.tvā citraśarı̄rān.i karmasattādhigamyate||
‘How [do we understand] past actions to be the cause of the body though
we do not perceive the causal connection? After perceiving various bodies
the existence of [the retributive force of] past action is understood.’ (tr.
Goodall)
The soul’s experiences are determined by its karma, and the wordly phenomena come into being in order to become the objects of these experiences. See Svāyambhuvasūtrasaṅgraha, vidyāpāda with the commentary
of Sadyojotis (pp. 22f.):
bhogo ’sya vedanā pum
. sah
. sukhaduh
. khādilaks.an
. ā|
tām
. samarthitacaitanyah
. pumān abhyeti karmatah
. ||1.12||
vedanā sam
. vittir anubhavah.| sukhaduh.khādibhir vis.ayair uparaktatvāt tair
77

eva laks.yate viśis.yate, sukhā vedanā duh.khā vedanā mūd.hā vedaneti| tām
.
ca pravr.ttivat kalāsamarthitacaitanyah. kalayāviyukta eva pumān abhyeti
prāpnoti karmata ālambanāt| sukhaduh.khamohabhāvena parin.atam
. karma
pum
sām
vedanāyā
ālambanam
bhavatı̄ti|
karmataś
ca
śarı̄rān
ı̄tyādi|
. .
.
.
karmataś ca śarı̄rān
. i vis.ayāh
. karan
. āni ca|
bhogasam
. siddhaye bhoktur bhavanti na bhavanti ca||13||
śarı̄rādı̄nām
. yāv api bhāvābhāvau bhogasya nimittabhūtau tāv api karmato
nimittād iti| sarvathā yat kim
. cid bhoganimittam
. tat sarvam
. karmata iti|
tatrodāharan.am
putrānnādibhāvah
sukhabhoganimittam,
ahikan
.
.
. .takādibhāvo
duh.khabhoganimittam iti putrānnadyabhāvo duh.khamohabhoganimittam,
ahikan..takādyabhāvah. sukhabhoganimittam|
‘ “Experience is the soul’s sensation, which is characterised by such [feelings] as pleasure, pain, etc. The soul whose consciousness is empowered
attains this [sensation] as a result of [its] karma.” Sensation [means] cognising, experiencing. Since it is coloured by [its] objects such as pleasure
and pain, it is characterised, [i.e.] particularised by them as “pleasurable
sensation”, “painful sensation”, [or] “uncertain sensation”. And, similarly
to activity, only that soul attains it, [i.e.] obtains it, whose consciousness
is empowered by kalā (limited power of action), [i.e.] which is not separated from kalā, [and it has this experience] as a result of its karma which
is [its] cause. For karma, having transformed itself into the [mental] states
of pleasure, pain, and uncertainty, becomes the cause of the sensation of
the souls. [The next verse is] “And as a result of karma bodies. . . ” “And
as a result of karma bodies, sense objects, and faculties [of cognition and
action] do or do not come into being in order to accomplish the experience
of the experiencing subject.” The verse says (iti ) that the existence and
non-existence of bodies and the like, which [existence or non-existence]
are the causes of experience, also depend on karma as [their instrumental]
cause. For in all circumstances everything that is the cause of experience
results from karma. For example, the existence of sons, food, etc. is the
cause of experiencing pleasure; the existence of snakes, thorns, etc. is the
cause of experiencing pain; thus the non-existence of sons, food, etc. is
the cause of experiencing pain or uncertainty, [while] the non-existence of
snakes, thorns, etc. is the cause of experiencing pleasure.’
Also Kiran.avr.tti ad 3.7 (p. 66): purus.ān.ām
. hi sarvadā śārı̄rabhogādivaicitryānyathānupapattyā karman.ah. sattvam
. sr..s.tikāle ’pi paśumr.gapaks.isarı̄sr.pasthāvaramanus.yādijanmavaicitryaśruteh.| ‘For karman exists at all times
for souls, since the diversity of experience [mediated] through [different]
bodies and so on could not otherwise be accounted for, for scripture tells us
that even at the time of creation there was a diversity of births as domestic
and wild beasts, as birds, creeping animals, plants, humans and so on.’
(tr. Goodall) Cf. Mataṅgapārameśvara 6.97cd and Rāmakan.t.ha’s commentary ad loc. (pp. 224f), Nareśvaraparı̄ks.āprakāśa ad 2.14 (pp. 139ff.),
Abhidharmakośa 4.1a (karmajam
. lokavaicitryam).
3.170 The body is defined as follows in the Nyāyasūtra (1.1.11): ces..tendriyārthā78

śrayah. śarı̄ram| ‘Our body is the substratum of volitions, sense-faculties,
and sense-objects.’ (Cf. Nyāyavārttika ad loc. (p. 65): na hi gandhādayo
’rthāh. śarı̄ravr.ttayah., yat tu tes.ām
. kāryam
. sukhaduh.khopalabdhinimittatvam, tad nāsati śarı̄re bhavati, iti śarı̄rāśrayā ity ucyante| ‘For senseobjects such as smell are not located in the body, but their function,
namely the condition of being causes of feeling pleasure or pain, is impossible if the body does not exist: that is why they are taught to have
the body as their substratum.’) Since our pleasurable and painful experiences are the results of our former deeds, the creation of our body,
which is the sine qua non of these experiences, is also determined by
karma (Nyāyasūtra 3.2.60: pūrvakr.taphalānubandhāt tadutpattih.| ‘It [i.e.
the body] arises as a consequence of the result [i.e. merit and demerit] of
former deeds’), just as the conjunction of particular souls with particular
bodies (śarı̄rotpattinimittavat sam
. yogotpattinimittam
. karma|, Nyāyasūtra
3.2.66).
3.171 Although Vr.ddhāmbhi is a cārvāka, accepting the role of karma in the
creation of the body does not seem to worry him very much. We would
expect a die-hard nāstika to hold that the body arises from the elements
which are independent of karma (cf. Nyāyabhās.ya ad Nyāyasūtra 3.2.61
(pūrvapaks.a): karmanirapeks.ebhyo bhūtebhyah. śarı̄ram utpannam).
3.172 According to the Naiyāyikas, the fruition of karma alone is not enough to
explain the creation of the world: an intelligent creator must also take an
essential part in the process. Says Vātsyāyana (Nyāyabhās.ya ad 4.1.21):
purus.akāram ı̄śvaro ’nugr.hn.āti| phalāya purus.asya yatamānasyeśvarah. phalam
. sampādayatı̄ti| yadā na sampādayati, tadā purus.akarmāphalam
. bhavatı̄ti| ‘God favours human effort, which means (iti ) that God makes the
result [of karma] come about for a man who strives to attain the result.
This [also] means (iti ) that when [God] does not make [it] come about
then the person’s karma becomes fruitless.’
Uddyotakara’s commentary on the same sūtra (pp. 433ff): yenaiva nyāyeneśvarasya kāran.atvam
. sidhyati, tenaivāstitvam iti| (. . . ) pradhānaparamān.ukarmān.i prāk pravr.tter buddhimatkāran.ādhis..thitāni pravartante,
acetanatvād, vāsyādivad iti| yathā vāsyādi buddhimatā taks.n.ādhis..thitam
acetanatvāt pravartate, tathā pradhānaparamān.ukarmān.y acetanāni pravartante| tasmāt tāny api buddhimatkāran.ādhis..thitāni| (. . . ) dharmādharmau buddhimatkāran.ādhis..thitau purus.asyopabhogam
. kurutah., karan.atvāt,
vāsyādivad iti| ātmaivādhis..thātā dharmādharmayor bhavis.yatı̄ti cet, yasya
tau dharmādharmau sa evādhis..thātā bhavis.yatı̄ti na yuktam, prāk kāyakaran.otpattes tadasambhavāt| (. . . ) yadi ca purus.ah. svatantrah. pravartate, na duh.kham
. kuryāt| na hi kaścid ātmano duh.kham icchatı̄ti| yaś
cātmano ’ṅgopaghātam
. śiraśchedādi vā karoti, so ’pi tadvaikalye prāyan.e
vā hitabuddhih. pravartata iti| yadi punar dharmādharmābhyām evādhis..thitāh. paramān.avah. pravarteran, na yuktam idam, acetanatvāt| na hi kiñcid
acetanam
. svatantram adhis..thāyakam
. dr..s.tam iti| ‘The same argumentation
which proves that God is a cause also proves that he exists. (. . . ) The
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source of the material world, particles, and karmas become active when
presided over by an intelligent cause before becoming active, since they
are insentient, like such things as axes. Just as such things as axes become
active when presided over by an intelligent carpenter, since they are insentient, in the same way, the source of the material world, particles, and
karmas also become active [though they are] insentient, and therefore they
are also presided over by an intelligent cause. (. . . ) Merit and demerit
bring about experience for man in as much as they are presided over by an
intelligent cause, since they are instruments, like such things as axes. If
[you object that] it is the Self alone that presides over merit and demerit,
[then the answer is that] it is not proper that the same person will be the
overseer to whom those merit and demerit belong, since this is impossible
before the body and the sense faculties come into being. (. . . ) Furthermore, if the soul acted at will, it would not create pain [for itself]. For
nobody desires pain for himself. When somebody injures his own body or
cuts off his own head etc., that man also acts in the belief that it is beneficial to mutilate that [body of his], or to die. On the other hand, if the
subtle particles became active when presided over by merit and demerit
alone, this would not be appropriate, since [merit and demerit] are insentient. For no insentient thing has been seen to be an autonomous overseer.’
See also Nyāyabhūs.an.a p. 452: karman.o ’py acetanatvān na svatah.pravr.ttir
nāpi pravartakatvam, na hy acetano *hetur acetanānām (conj. : hetuś
cetanānām ed.) adhis..thātā kaścid aviśes.ād adr..s.tatvāc ca| adhis..thātur acetanatve ca nirabhiprāyavyāpāratvāt tadadhis..thitebhyo ghun.ādipadavinyāsavan na deśādiniyatasvabhāvam
. kāryam upapadyate| (. . . ) buddhimadadhi.s.thitebhya eva hi citralekhādyupādānopakaran.ebhyah. sthāvarajam
. gamajātiviśes.ākr.tis.v avayavaracanāviśes.aniyamopalabdhih.| ‘Since karma is unconscious, it cannot perform any action by itself, neither can it propel [other
things], for no unconscious cause can preside over unconscious things, because it does not differ [from them], and because nobody has seen [such
an unconscious overseer]. Furthermore, if the overseer were unconscious,
because its activity would be unintentional, no effect whose nature is regulated through place, [time,] etc. would come into being from things
presided over by that [unconscious overseer], just as in the case when a
worm leaves its traces [in palm-leaf or wood, which may accidentally resemble letters]. (. . . ) For one obtains the regularity of the particular
arrangement of the constituents in the case of the shapes of particular
species of animate and inanimate things only from those materials and
instruments, such as a painting, which have been presided over by an intelligent [being].’
The authors of Śaiva Siddhānta expounded similar views. Says Rāmakan.t.ha in his Kiran.avr.tti ad 3.12 (p. 74):
atra parābhiprāyah.|
karma cet (12d)
anena hi prayogavacanena bhavadbhih. kartr.mātram
. sādhyam upaks.iptam|
tac cobhayavādisiddham
. karmāstv iti śrāvan.ah. śabda itivat siddhasādhana80

tvād ayuktam etat| yad āhur jaiminı̄yāh. (Ślokavārttika sambandhāks.epaparihāra 75)—
kasyacid dhetumātrasya yady adis..thātr.tes.yate|
karmabhih. sarvabhāvānām
. tatsiddheh. siddhasādhanam||
iti| atra siddhāntah.|
na hy acetanam|| (12d)
na siddhasādhanam
. yasmāt karmācetanam iti| ayam arthah.| nāsmābhir
atra kartr.tvamātram
. sādhyate ’pi tu viśis..tajñānakriyāyuktah. karteti kuto
’cetanaih. karmabhih. siddhasādhanam iti|
‘Here [follows] an opponent’s opinion:
“What if it is karman [that is the cause of the universe]?”
All that you have put forward to be proved with this syllogism [of yours]
is [the existence of] some agent. Let that [agent] be karman, which is
accepted by both sides in the dispute, and thus this [argument of the
Saiddhāntika] is inappropriate, because the syllogism would then prove
what is already well-established, just like the assertion ‘sound is audible’.
As the Mı̄mām
. sakas assert, “If one requires just any cause to preside [over
the creation of the universe, then let this role be performed] by [the fruits
of past] actions, since they are proved to exist for all beings. [And in that
case the fault of] proving what is already established [vitiates the argument].” In response to this [the view of] the Siddhānta is:
“No, because [karman is] insentient.”
This is not [a case of] proving what is already established, because karman is insentient. What is meant by this is that we have not sought to
prove here simply that there must be an agent, but that there is an agent
equipped with particular [powers of] knowledge and action. Why then
should there be [the logical fault of] proving what is already established
because of insentient actions [being all that is proved]?’ (tr. Goodall)
Bhat.t.a Nārāyan.akan.t.ha in his Mr.gendravr.tti (pp. 108ff.) also rejected
the possibility that either karma (quoting Ślokavārttika, sambandhāks.epaparihāra 75) or māyā could be the agent of creation, on the ground that
both are insentient. (The Vaiśes.ika Vyomaśiva also quotes and refutes
Ślokavārttika sambandhāks.epaparihāra 75 in Vyomavatı̄, pp. 103f.)
See also Parākhyatantra 2.12cd (Pratoda’s objection):
tanvādeh. kāran.am
. karma kalpitena matena kim||
‘The cause of bodies and such is [the retributive force of] past action. Why
trouble with some artificial theory?’ (tr. Goodall)
Ibid. v. 15ab (Prakāśa’s reply):
asya dr..s.tasya hetur vā karmākhyo buddhimān bhavet|
‘Or [you might be forced to maintain that] the cause of this perceived [universe] that we call [the retributive force of] past action must be endowed
with sentience.’ (tr. Goodall)
Yāmunācārya in his Āgamaprāmān.ya (p. 25) also argues against the agency
of unconscious karmas: cetanānadhis..titāni tāni [i.e. karmān.i ] na kāryān.i
janayitum utsahante, acetanatvād vāsı̄vat| na hi cetanena taks.n.ā ’nadhis..thitā vāsı̄ svayam eva yūpādı̄ny āpādayitum alam| ‘Those [karmas] are not
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capable of producing effects without being presided over by a sentient
[agent], since they are insentient, like an axe. For an axe is not able to
bring about such things as posts if it is not presided over by a sentient
carpenter.’ (Cf. Uddyotakara’s commentary ad Nyāyasūtra 4.1.21, quoted
above.)
3.174 See Vyomavatı̄, p. 103: sarvam acetanam
. cetanādhis..thitam
. pravartamānam
. dr..s.tam
. , yathā tantvādi, tathā ca karmādi| ‘All insentient things, such
as threads etc., are seen to become active when presided over by a sentient
[agent], and the same is true about karmas.’
3.180 The Cārvāka’s objection may bring to our mind Man.d.anamiśra’s arguments against a single creator God, also quoted by Rāmakan.t.ha in his
Kiran.avr.tti (p. 73): nāpi dharmisvarūpaviparı̄tasādhano ’yam
. viruddhah.|
yathāha man.d.anah. (Vidhiviveka, pp. 219 and 224)—
sanniveśādimat sarvam
. buddhimaddhetu yadyapi|
prasiddhasanniveśāder ekakāran.atā kutah.||
rathādyavayavā nānātaks.anirmāpitā api|
dr..sy.ante jagati prāya upakāryopakārakāh.||
iti| yato rathādyavayavānām anekataks.anirmitānām api naikasthapatibuddhikriyābhyām
. vinaikarathārambhakatvam
. dr..s.tam|
‘Nor is the [logical ground] contradicted as proving [some quality that is]
the opposite of the nature of the subject of the argument, as Man.d.ana
states: “Although everything that is composite and so on must have a
sentient cause, how can one say that well-known composite things and so
on have only one cause? Although the parts of something like a chariot are
constructed by various craftsmen, generally one experiences that things in
the universe which help to [bring something about] require [in turn] to
be helped [themselves].” [The counter argument above is wrong,] because
although the parts of something like a chariot are [individually] created
by various craftsmen, they are not seen to create a chariot without the
knowledge and action of a single master craftsman.’ (tr. Goodall) See
also his Mataṅgavr.tti ad 6.99cd–100ab (p. 229).
Man.d.anamiśra’s objection had already been quoted and rejected by Bhat.t.a
Nārāyan.akan.t.ha in his commentary (p. 103) to the following verse of the
Mr.gendratantra (3.1): athopalabhya dehādi vastu kāryatvadharmakam| kartāram asya jānı̄mo viśis..tam anumānatah.|| Nārāyan.akan.t.ha first establishes that everything that had been first non-existent and that was subsequently made existent is an effect; since the body is such, it is also an
effect (p. 99: abhūtvā bhāvitvam eva hi kāryatvam, tac ca dehasyopalabhyata eva|). Another reason which proves that things such as the body
are products is the fact that they are composite and impermanent (ibid.:
kim
. ca sanniveśaviśes.avattvād vinaśvaratvāc ca dehādeh. kāryatvam apahnotum aśakyam| yad yat sanniveśaviśes.avad vinaśvaram
. , tat tat kāryam
.
yathā ghat.ādi|). The next step in the argumentation is to show that every effect is dependent on a sentient agent (ibid.: yad yat kāryam
. tat
tad buddhimatkartr.pūrvakam
. dr..s.tam
. yathā rathādi| yat tu naivam
. vidham
.,
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na tat kāryam
. yathātmādi|). Wild plants, rice, forest trees are also part
of the subject of the argument, since it has not been proved that they
were not produced by an agent (p. 100: na cāyam akr..s.tajātaih. śālyādibhir
vanadrumādibhir vānaikāntikah., tes.u kartrabhāvasyāniścayāt tes.ām
. ca paks.ı̄bhūtatvāt|). The Mı̄mām
sakas
might
object
that
pots
are
made
by pot.
ters, not by God (Ślokavārttika sambandhāks.epaparihāra 79 is quoted),
but then it was the Lord who made the potters capable of making pots.
Then follows Man.d.anamiśra’s objection and its refutation.
The Naiyāyika Bhāsarvajña also argues against the multiplicity of creators
in his Nyāyabhūs.an.a (p. 476, probably referring to Prajñākaragupta’s objection: tathā bahubhir ekasya bahūnām
. caikatah. kriyā, Pramān.avārtikālaṅkāra, v. 2.234, p. 37): nanu caikasyāpi kāryasyaikah. kartā bahavaś ca
dr.śyante, tathā bahūnām apy eko bahavaś ca| tat katham avagamyate—
‘sarvasya jagata eka eveśvarah. kartā na tu bahavo ’nı̄śvarā’ iti? uktam
atra| yah. paridr..s.tāni kāran.āni prayuṅkte, taiś ca na prayujyate sa svatantrah. kartety ucyate| na cānı̄śvarasya paramān.vadr..s.tādis.u bhūbhūdharaśarı̄rābhyantarāvayavādis.u ca paridarśanapūrvakam
. prayoktr.tvam
. sambhavati| tatra bahavo ’nı̄śvarāh. ks.ityādeh. kartārah. prāsādaviśes.asyevāsaṅkhyātā api stanam
. dhayā iti| atheśvarā eva bahavah. ks.ityādeh. kartāra is.yante,
tathā saty apasiddhāntas te prāpnoti| ekanirākaran.e ca bahvabhyupagamo
’nis..taparihāre ’tikauśalam
. khyāpayati| kim
. ca tes.ām ı̄śvarān.ām
. kim aiśvaryam
. sarvajñatvam anuttamā śaktiś cāsti na vā? yady asti, tadānekeśvarakalpanayā kim? vaiyarthyāt| atha nāsti, tadā tes.ām
. niyamitā kaścit prabhur asti, anyathā katham avirodhena sadā jagadutpattyādis.u pravarterann
iti?| ‘ “But surely, we see that one product has [sometimes] one, and [sometimes] many makers, and similarly many [products can] also have one or
many [makers]. So how can one ascertain that the whole world has only
one creator: the Lord, and not many [creators] who are not gods?” We
have [already] answered [this objection]. That person who employs the
causes which he thoroughly knows and who is not employed by them is
said to be the autonomous agent. And someone who is not God cannot
employ such things as particles and adr..s.ta (the result of good and bad
deeds), or for example the interior parts of the earth, mountains, and bodies, which employment requires the thorough knowledge [of these things].
To perform such a deed (tatra), the many creators of the earth, etc., who
are not gods (anı̄śvarāh.), are [just] babies, like the builders of an extraordinary palace who, countless as they be, are not masters (anı̄śvarāh.). If
one holds that the many creators of the earth etc. are indeed gods, then, if
that is the case, you arrive at a conclusion that is opposed to your position.
You get rid of one and then accept many: this proclaims how extremely
clever you are in refuting what you do not accept. Furthermore, do those
gods possess divine faculties, omniscience, and unsurpassed power, or do
they not? If they do, then why postulate several gods? For [such a postulation] is useless. If they don’t then they have a superior (kaścit) master
as [their] governor. Otherwise how could they continuously engage in the
creation of the world etc. without quarrelling?’
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Cf. Vyomavatı̄, p. 203: na cāsmadādyātmaivādhis..thāyakah., tasya tadvis.ayajñānābhāvāt| tathā cāsmadādyātmano na karmavis.ayam
. jñānam indriyajam
,
nāpi
paramān
vādivis
ayam|
‘And
the
controller
cannot
be the Self of
.
.
.
our kind, since it lacks the knowledge of that matter. And thus, on the
other hand, the knowledge that the Self of our kind has, in as much as it
arises from the senses, does not pertain either to the karmas or to such
[invisible things] as the particles.’
3.182 do not rejoice at its production Therefore if it depended on them
they would probably hinder its creation.
3.182 mountains, etc. ex conj. Isaacson. Candrānanda in his commentary
to Vaiśes.ikasūtra 5.2.2 points out that such phenomena as earthquakes
occur in order to indicate good and evil for the creatures (prajānām
. śubhāśubhasūcanāya), and thus they are especially caused by their adr..s.ta
(merit and demerit).
3.182 wild plants ex conj. Isaacson. The three kinds of wild plants correspond to the three kinds of uncultivated land.
3.182 they cause them pleasure or pain Cf. Nyāyabhūs.an.a p. 479 (answering Prajñākaragupta’s objection in Pramān.avārtikālaṅkāra v. 2.284cd, p. 39:
chāgādı̄nām
. purı̄s.āder vartulı̄karan.ena kim
. ||): chāgādipurı̄s.āder vartulı̄karan.e preks.āvatah. kim
. prayojanam iti cet, chāgādı̄nām
. tādr.śenaiva purı̄s.aviśes.enotsargakāle sukham
. duh.kham
. vā bhavatı̄ti tannimittakarmaphalasampādakatvam eva prayojanam| etena badarı̄kan..takamayūracandrikādivaicitryakaran.e ’pi prayojanam
. dras..tavyam| tatrāpy avaśyam
. kasyacit sukham
. duh.kham
. vā, darśanam
. sparśanam
. vā bhavatı̄ty ato vicitram
. prān.inām
. karmādhis..thāya tadanurūpam
. phalam
. kurvatah. katham apreks.āpūrvakāritvam? ‘If [you raise the objection:] “What purpose can a considerate
[creator] have in making round such things as the droppings of goats and
other [animals]?” [, then I give you the following reply:] goats and other
[animals] feel pleasure or pain at the time of excretion precisely because
of those particular droppings of precisely that kind, so the goal [of the
creator] is nothing but to be the accomplisher of the results of the karmas
which are the causes of that [pleasure or pain]. In the same way one should
also see the purpose of creating diversity [in the form of] such [things] as
the thorns of the jujube tree, the eyes in the peacock’s tail, etc. In the case
of these things, too, someone will necessarily feel pleasure or pain, [since
someone will necessarily] see or touch [them]. So how could [the creator]
act without consideration when he presides over the manifold karma of
creatures, and produces a result which suits that [karma]?’
Cf. Śaṅkara’s commentary to Brahmasūtra 2.1.34: atah. sr.jyamānaprān.idharmādharmāpeks.ā vis.amā sr..s.tir iti nāyam ı̄śvarasyāparādhah.| ‘Thus
the creation is not uniform inasmuch as it is dependent on the merit and
demerit of the created beings: this is not the Lord’s fault.’
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3.184 presided over by the Blessed Lord Cf. Parākhyatantra 2.19:
svakarmāpeks.ya jı̄vānām
. svapravr.ttih. sahetukā|
so ’pi karmeśvarākhyo ’smin hetuh. kāryen.a gamyate||
‘The activity of individual souls depends on their own actions, [and] it has
a [further] cause; and that cause, who is called the Lord over action, is
known here from [His] effect[s].’ (tr. Goodall)
3.185 = Mahābhārata 3.31.27.
3.187 The ascetic followers of the abbot ex conj. When the Cārvāka is
silenced by the Snātaka’s arguments, the followers of the Graduate
(snātakānucarāh.) will mock him in the same way.
3.187 humiliate ex conj. Isaacson. parikrāmanti does not give a satisfactory
meaning.
3.188 the suffering caused by your karma More precisely ‘cholera of your
karma’. One might consider emending the text to ‘karn.e ’pi sūcı̄m’, meaning ‘Endure still a needle in your ear, too, for a moment.’
3.194 sense perception and the like, which is not eternal ex em. Cf. Tātparyat.ı̄kā (Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā), p. 38): tathā cāhur bhartrı̄śvarādayah.—kim
. hi nityam
. pramān.am
. dr..s.tam? pratyaks.ādi vā yad anityam
.
tasya prāmān.ye kasya vipratipattih.? I thank Dr. Kei Kataoka for this
reference.
3.196 since it creates awareness Cf. Śābarabhās.ya(F) ad 1.1.2 (p. 16): nanv
atathābhūtam apy artham
. brūyāc codanā, yathā yatkim
. cana laukikam
. vacanam
‘nadyās
tı̄re
phalāni
santi’
iti,
tat
tathyam
api
bhavati,
vitatham
api
.
bhavatı̄ti| ucyate, vipratis.iddham
idam
abhidhı̄yate
‘bravı̄ti
ca
vitatham
.
. ca’
iti| bravı̄ty ity ucyate ’vabodhayati, budhyamānasya nimittam
bhavatı̄ti|
.
yasmim
. ś ca nimittabhūte saty avabudhyate, so ’vabodhayati| yadi ca codanāyām
. satyām ‘agnihotrāt svargo bhavati’ ity avagamyate, katham ucyate, ‘na tathā bhavati’ iti? atha na tathā bhavati, katham avabudhyate?
asantam artham avabudhyata iti vipratis.iddham| ‘[Objection:] But surely,
an injunction may also say something which is untrue, just as an everyday statement of little importance, e.g. “there are fruits on the bank of
the river”, can be sometimes true, sometimes false. [Reply:] We answer
[this objection] as follows: to say that “one states [something] and [what
one states is] false” is contradictory. “One states” means “one creates
awareness, one is the cause for a person who cognises”. And if [someone]
becomes aware of [something] when X is present as the cause, then X
creates the awareness. And if we learn, when there is an injunction, that
paradise results from the Agnihotra, [then] how can you say that it is not
so? If it is not so then how can one become aware of it? To say that one
becomes aware of a nonexistent thing is contradictory.’
3.200 Cf. Ślokavārttika (with Kāśikā) codanā 52–53:
yadā svatah. pramān.atvam
. tadānyan naiva mr.gyate|
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nivartate hi mithyātvam
. dos.ājñānād ayatnatah.||
tasmād bodhātmakatvena prāptā buddheh. pramān.atā|
arthānyathātvahetūtthados.ajñānād apodyate||
‘When the validity [of a cognition] is given by itself, then no other [means
of cognition] is sought for [to prove the validity of the original cognition],
for the falsity [of the original cognition] is excluded without any effort
through the non-cognising of any defect. Therefore the validity of a [false]
cognition that has been learnt from the fact that it has the nature of
[creating] awareness is annulled due to the [subsequent] cognising of the
fact that the object is otherwise, or that some defect has arisen in the
causes [of the first cognition].’
3.202 Surely verbal expression operates with reference to objects
known by other means of valid knowledge. Cf. Ślokavārttika (with
Tātparyat.ı̄kā) codanā 22:
pramān.āntaradr..s.tam
. hi śabdo ’rtham
. prāpayet sadā|
smr.tivac ca svayam
tasya
prāmān
yam
.
. . nopapadyate||
[Objection:] ‘For in all cases a verbal expression can convey a referent that
has [already] been ascertained through other means of valid knowledge,
and, just like memory, it cannot be valid in itself.’
3.204 command On the concept of niyoga see Kiyotaka Yoshimizu, ‘Der Geltungsbereich der vedischen Weisung (niyoga) bei den Prābhākaras’, in
Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde Südasiens XXXVIII, 1994, pp. 485ff.
3.205 Cf. Śābarabhās.ya(F) ad 1.1.2 (pp. 16, 18): yo hi janitvā pradhvam
. sate
‘naitad evam’ iti, sa mithyāpratyayah.| na cais.a kālāntare purus.āntare ’vasthāntare deśāntare vā viparyeti, tasmād avitathah.| (. . . ) viplavate khalv
api kaścit purus.akr.tād vacanāt pratyayah.| na tu vedavacanasya mithyātve
kim
. cana pramān.am asti| ‘For that is a false cognition which, after arising,
becomes invalid, [as one establishes that] ‘this is not so’. This [cognition
created by the words of the Veda], however, does not change into its
opposite either at another time, or in another person, or among other
circumstances, or at another place; therefore it is not false. (. . . ) Though
certainly there are some cognitions [arising] from man-made statements
that become invalid, but there is no proof at all with regard to the falsity
of a Vedic statement.’
3.206 it is only repetition Cf. Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) codanā 72:
tenetaraih. pramān.air yā codanānām asaṅgatih.|
tayaiva syāt pramān.atvam anuvādatvam anyathā||
‘Therefore Vedic injunctions are valid precisely because they have no association with other means of valid knowledge. Otherwise they would [only]
be repetitions.’
In fact all means of valid knowledge operate independently when they produce cognition. Says Kumārila (Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) codanā
47–48):
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svatah. sarvapramān.ānām
. prāmān.yam iti gr.hyatām (v.l. gamyatām)|
na hi svato ’satı̄ śaktih. kartum anyena śakyate||
ātmalābhe hi bhāvānām
. kāran.āpeks.itā bhavet|
labdhātmanām
svakāryes
.
. u pravr.ttih. svayam eva tu||
‘One should understand that all means of cognition are valid by themselves, for a capacity which is not inherently present [in a thing such as
a pramān.a] cannot be brought about by another [thing such as another
pramān.a]. For things may depend on some cause for their coming into
being, but once they have come into being they operate independently
with respect to [the production of] their own effects.’
3.208 dependent on a person Cf. Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) citrāks.epa 60–61:
purus.ādhı̄navijñānas tebhyah. prāg anirūpitah.|
yah. sam
. jñāsam
. jñisambandhah. sa ces..taś ced dhruvam
. kr.tah.||
bhinnadeśādyadhis..thānād yathā rajjughat.ādis.u|
samam
. nāsty anayoh. kiñcit tenāsaṅgatatā svatah.||
‘The connection between the sign / name and the signified / named [object], the ascertainment of which depends on men [and which] has not been
seen [to exist] before those [men]—if you accept that [connection], it must
be artificial [and not inherent]. These two [i.e. the sign and the signified
object] have nothing in common, just as a rope and a jar for example,
since they occupy different places and [time periods]; therefore they are
not joined by themselves.’
See also Śābarabhās.ya(F) pp. 36–38.
3.210 the word’s power Cf. Ślokavārttika (with Nyāyaratnākara) sambandhāks.epaparihāra 28a: śaktir eva hi sambandho.
3.210 innate Cf. Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.1.5: autpattikas tu śabdasyārthena sambandhas tasya jñānam upadeśo ’vyatirekaś cārthe anupalabdhe, tat pramān.am
. bādarāyan.asya, anapeks.atvāt| ‘Rather it is the innate connection of
the word with its referent which is [the means of] its [i.e. dharma’s] cognising, [in as much as] it is instruction and not error, with regard to an
object which is not ascertained [with the help of other pramān.as]; it is a
means of valid cognition according to Bādarāyan.a, since it is independent.’
Śābarabhās.ya(F) ad loc. (p. 24): autpattika iti nityam
. brūmah.| (. . . ) autpattikah. śabdasyārthena sambandhas tasya agnihotrādilaks.an.asya dharmasya nimittam
. pratyaks.ādibhir anavagatasya| katham? upadeśo hi bhavati| upadeśa iti viśis..tasya śabdasya uccāran.am| avyatirekaś ca bhavati tasya
jñānasya| na hi tad utpannam
. jñānam
. viparyeti| yac ca nāma jñānam
utpannam
. na viparyeti, na tac chakyate vaktum
. ‘naitad evam’ iti, ‘yathā
vijñāyate, na tathā bhavati; yathaitan na vijñāyate, tathaitad’ iti| anyad
asya hr.daye anyad vāci syāt| evam
. vadato viruddham idam avagamyate
‘asti nāsti ca’ iti| tasmāt tat pramān.am, anapeks.atvāt| na hy evam
. sati
pratyayāntaram apeks.itavyam
. purus.āntaram
. vā| svayampratyayo hy asau|
‘With [the word] “innate” we mean eternal. (. . . ) The innate connection
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of the word with its referent is the cause of dharma characterised as agnihotra and the like, which [dharma] is not known through sense perception
and other [means of cognition]. Why? Since it is instruction. “Instruction” means uttering a particular word. And that cognition cannot go
wrong, since that cognition, when arisen, does not change into its opposite. And indeed one cannot say about a cognition which, having arisen,
does not change into its opposite that “this is not thus”, [or] “this is not
thus as it is cognised”, [or] “this is thus as it is not cognised”. [If one
were to speak in this way then] he would have one thing in his heart and
speak something else. We find that the person who speaks thus makes this
contradictory [statement]: “it is and it is not”. Therefore it is a means of
valid cognition, since it is independent. For in this case one should not
wait for another cognition or another person, since it is a [valid] cognition
in itself.’
Cf. also Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) citrāks.epa 19cd–20ab
sambandho ’sti ca nityaś cety uktam autpattikādinā||
mithyātvasya nirāsārtham
. tat parair nes.yate dvayam|
‘There is a connection [between the word and its referent], and [this connection] is eternal: this is taught in [the sūtra] beginning with “autpattikas. . . ”, in order to refute the falsity [of śabda]. Others do not accept
either of these two [facts].’
3.211 Man.d.anamiśra in his Vidhiviveka (p. 35) gives a summary of the Prābhākara view on the nature of vidhi, ‘Vedic injunction’, which is remarkably
similar to the Graduate’s position: pramān.āntarāgocarah. śabdamātrālambano ‘niyukto ’smi’ iti pratyātmavedanı̄yah. sukhādivad aparāmr..s.takālatrayo liṅādı̄nām artho vidhir’ iti| ‘Vedic injunction is not accessible to any
other means of cognition; it depends only on the Word [of the Vedas];
everyone experiences it in its own self, [realising that] “I have been enjoined”, just as [one feels] pleasure and the like; it is not connected with
any of the three times; and it is the referent of the optative and other
[verbal suffixes, e.g. the imperative].’
3.213 Cf. Vācaspati Miśra’s Nyāyakan.ikā on the Prābhākara theory of niyoga
as presented in the Vidhivikeka: (p. 35) yato liṅādiyuktavākyaśravan.asamanantaram
. svargakāmādinā niyojyena ‘niyukto ’smi’ iti pratyātmavedanı̄yah. sukhādivat| yathā hi santāpadūnaś candanānulepanānantaram āntaram api manomātrapravedanı̄yam āmı̄litalocanah. sukhabhedam ananyapramān.akam anubhavati, evam
. niyogam api liṅādivākyaśravan.ānantaram
ity arthah.| (. . . ) (p. 38) kāryābhidhāyitā tāval liṅādı̄nām avagatācāryavākyes.u ‘mān.avaka, samidham āhara’ ityādis.u| tathā hy etadvākyaśravan.ānantaram
. pravartamānam
. samidāharan.e mān.avakam upalabhya pārśvastho
vyutpitsur evam avadhārayati—‘buddhipūrveyam asya pravr.ttih., svatantrapravr.ttitvāt, madı̄yapravr.ttivat| yac cāham
. buddhvā pravr.ttas tad evāyam
.
madaviśes.āt| aham
. ca na kriyāmātrāvagamān nāpi phalamātrāvagamān
nāpi phalasādhanatvāvagamāt, kintu kāryatāvagamāt| na khalv antato ’rbhakah. stanapānādikām api kriyām
. kāryatayā yāvan nāvagatavān *asti (conj.
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: asmi ed.) na tāvat tasyām api pravr.ttih.| (. . . ) atah. phalasādhanatātiriktakāryatābodhāt pravr.ttir mameti mān.avako ’pi tadavabodhād eva pravr.tta’
iti niścinoti| tadavabodhaś cāsyācāryavacanānantaram upajāyamānas tannibandhana eveti kāryābhidhāyitām
. śabdasya kalpayati| ‘Since immediately
after hearing a sentence which contains a verbal suffix such as the optative, everyone who, for example, desires heaven and who is to be enjoined
can feel [vidhi ] in himself [realising]: “I have been enjoined [to perform
the sacrifice]”, just as [one feels] pleasure and the like. For just as someone who is afflicted by heat, immediately after smearing sandal-paste [on
his or her own body], also experiences, with eyes closed, a kind of internal
pleasure, which can only be felt by [one’s own] mind, and for which there is
no other means of valid cognition [to ascertain it]—[one] also [experiences]
the enjoinment in the same way, immediately after hearing a sentence
[containing] a verbal suffix such as the optative: this is the meaning [of
Man.d.ana’s words]. (. . . ) First of all one understands that such verbal
suffixes as the optative express duty in such sentences of the teacher as
“Boy, fetch the firewood”. To explain, having seen that the boy becomes
engaged in fetching the firewood immediately after hearing this sentence,
the observer, who wants to learn, reasons in the following way: “This engagement of his is intentional, because he has acted at will, in the same
way as I act. And he must have cognised the same thing that I cognise
before I engage in something, since he is not different from me. And I [set
about doing something] neither because I understand the action alone, nor
because I understand the result alone, nor because I understand that [the
action] is the means of accomplishing the result, but because I understand
that it is something that must be done. Clearly, until the infant finally
understands that even such actions as sucking are things that must be
done, it will not set about doing even that. (. . . ) Therefore, since I set
about [doing something] because I know that it must be done, which is
different from [knowing] that it is a means of accomplishing the result,
the boy has also become engaged precisely because he had understood
that [i.e. kāryatā]” — this is the conclusion [that the observer] reaches.
And inasmuch as his [i.e. the boy’s] understanding of that [kāryatā] arises
immediately after the speaking of the teacher, it is caused by that [i.e. by
the words of the teacher] alone: therefore he [i.e. the observer] postulates
that the word has the function of expressing duty.’
On the two possible functions of niyoga, namely preran.a (instigating) and
bodhana (creating awareness) see the article of Yoshimizu (cited in note
ad 3.204), who also deals with the interpretation of these two functions in
Prābhākara and Bhāt.t.a literature.
3.217 tying a rope around its neck Cf. Śābarabhās.ya(F) (p. 38) and Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) citrāks.epa 60–61, where fastening a rope
on a pot is mentioned as an example of an artificial (kr.taka) connection
of two separate entities.
3.218 Cf. Ślokavārttika (with Kāśikā) codanā 49–51:
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jāte ’pi yadi vijñāne tāvan nārtho ’vadhāryate|
yāvat kāran.aśuddhatvam
. na pramān.āntarād bhavet||
tatra jñānāntarotpādah. pratı̄ks.yah. kāran.āntarāt|
yāvad dhi na paricchinnā śuddhis tāvad asatsamā||
tasyāpi kāran.e śuddhe tajjñāne syāt pramān.atā|
(The reading of Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) is
tasyāpi kāran.e ’śuddhe tajjñānasyāpramān.atā)
tasyāpy evam itı̄ttham
. tu na kiñcid vyavatis..thate||
‘If an object is not ascertained, even if [its] cognition has arisen, until the
correctness of the cause [of this cognition] is [established] from another
cognition then, with respect to [the correctness of this cause] one should
wait for the arising of another cognition from another cause. For correctness is as good as non-existent as long as it is not well established. And
that [second cognition of the correctness of the cause of the first cognition] can be valid [only] if [its own] cause is correct [and] if there is a
cognition of that [i.e. of the correctness of the cause of the second cognition]. (cf. Kāśikā ad loc.: tasyāh. śuddher aparicchinnāyā asatsamatvāt
tasyāpi śuddhijñānasya kāran.aśuddhau satyām
. tasyāh. śuddher jñāne ca
sati pramān.atā bhavati| The reading of Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā)
might be interpreted as follows: ‘And that [cognition] will also be invalid
if the cause of its cognition is not pure.’) And the same [can be said about
the validity] of that [third cognition], so in this way one could never reach
the end [of subsequent cognitions].’
3.219 two reasons Cf. Śābarabhās.ya(F) (quoting the Vr.ttikāra) ad 1.1.4a
(p. 26): yasya ca dus..tam
. karan.am
. yatra ca mithyeti pratyayah., sa eva
asamı̄cinah. pratyayo nānya iti| ‘That, and only that cognition is erroneous
the instrumental cause of which is defective, or with regard to which [another] cognition [has arisen which establishes that] “it is false”.’ See also
Ślokavārttika (with Tātparyat.ı̄kā) codanā 53 seqq.
3.221 we should rely on ex conj. Goodall. Another possible conjecture,
suggested by Dr. Isaacson, is saiva jyes..thā.
3.221 “the sacred tradition. . . ” = Vaiśes.ikasūtra 1.1.3. Candrānanda’s commentary ad loc.: tad iti hiran.yagarbhaparāmarśah., hiran.yam
. reto ’syeti kr.tvā bhagavān maheśvara evocyate| āptenoktatvasya satyatāvyāptatvād
ihāptena hiran.yagarbhen.oktatvād āmnāyasya prāmān.yam
. sādhyate| ı̄śvaraś
ca sādhitas tanubhuvanādı̄nām
. kāryatayā ghat.ādivad buddhimatkartr.katvānumānena| ‘[The word] “His” relates to Hiran.yagarbha. Interpreting
it as “his seed is golden” it is the blessed Śiva who is being referred to.
Since [a statement] must invariably be true if it has been said by a trustworthy person, the validity of scripture becomes established since it was
enunciated by Hiran.yagarbha. As for the Lord, he has been proved [to
exist] from the fact that such things as bodies and worlds are products,
like pots and the like, with the help of inferring the fact that they have
an intelligent maker.’
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The sūtra is repeated as 10.21; Candrānanda’s commentary ad loc.: tanubhuvanādikāryatayā vijñāto bhagavān ı̄śvarah., tatpran.ayanāc cāmnāyasya
siddham
. prāmān.yam| ‘[The existence of] God has been realised due to the
fact that such things as bodies and worlds are products; and the authoritativeness of scripture is established because He composed it.’
3.221 “it is valid because. . . ” = Nyāyasūtra 2.1.68.
3.229 As Prof. Sanderson pointed out (“Hinduism”, Handout 3, 22. ii. 1999)
the same fourfold division of śaivas (Pāśupatas / Pāñcārthikas, Lākulas
/ Kālamukhas, Somasiddhāntins / Kāpālikas / Mahāvratins, Śaivas) also
appears in Yāmuna’s Āgamaprāmān.ya (p. 46.), in the Śrı̄bhās.ya (ad 2.2.35),
in the Bhairavamaṅgalākalpa (fol. 4v3–5), and in the Kāran.āgama (I,
26.58c–59).
3.230 to which it is justly established ex conj. A similar idea occurs at
the end of the play, when the Graduate warns against the confusion of
various religious traditions.
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4.9 Quite right. ex em. Isaacson. evam evam usually occurs after stage
directions such as karn.e and stands for ‘whisper whisper’.
4.11 adopt brahminical manners Cf. Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 11: nanu tatrāpi
śrutismr.tiprāptaśikhāyajñopavı̄tādi dhārayadbhir bhāgavatabrāhman.air aharaharanus..thı̄yamānārthatvena codanāmūlatve sambhāvyamāne katham
iva prāmān.yapratyanı̄kabhūtā bhramavipralambhādayah. smaran.akāran.atayā kalpyante? ‘But surely, when Vedic injunction is considered as the
source of that [i.e. the Pañcarātra], too, due to the fact that Bhāgavata
brahmins, who wear the lock of hair, the sacred thread, and other [attributes of brahmins] prescribed in the Veda and the Smr.tis, perform
daily the rituals [enjoined in the scriptures of the Pañcarātra], how, I ask,
can you postulate error, deception and the like, the enemies of validity, as
the cause of [this] Smr.ti [i.e. Pañcarātra]?’
The Mı̄mām
. saka’s answer (ibid.): śikhāyajñopavı̄tādayas tu brāhman.ādı̄nām
.
vidhı̄yamānā na tadbhāvam āpādayitum
. ks.amante, nāpy avagamayanti,
dus..taśūdrādis.u vyabhicāradarśanāt| ‘The lock of hair, the sacred thread
and other [such attributes] that are prescribed for brahmins and others
are unable to bring about the condition of that [brahmin, etc.], nor do they
help us recognising it, since we see that delinquent Śūdras transgress [the
rules concerning these attributes].’ (Cf. Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra
1.2.2.)
In his reply Yāmuna argues against the negative discrimination of the
Bhāgavata brahmins (Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 141): iha vā kim aharaharadhı̄yamānavājasaneyaikāyanaśākhān vilasadupavı̄tottarı̄yaśikhāśālino ’dhyāpayatah., yājayatah., pratigr.hn.ato vidus.ah. paśyanto brāhman.ā iti nāvayanti?
atha yājanapravacanapālāśadan.d.ādı̄nām
. dus..taśūdrādis.u vyabhicārasambhavād brāhman.yasiddhavatkāren.a pravr.tteś ca na tebhyo brāhman.yanirn.ayah.,
tad bhāgavatetaraviprān.ām api samānam| ‘And in this case, when people
see learned people who recite daily the Vājasaneya and the Ekāyana recensions [of the Yajurveda], wear clearly visible sacred threads, upper
garments, and locks of hair, teach, officiate at sacrifices, and receive [fees
due to priests]—don’t they consider them as brahmins? If you say that
since the trangressive occurrence of officiating, teaching, [carrying] a staff
made of palāśa-wood, etc. is possible among delinquent Śūdras and other
[criminals], and since [these attributes and activities] are displayed as if
the brahmin status [of those who display them] were as good as proved,
one’s Brahman status cannot be determined on their basis—then the same
applies to priests other than the Bhāgavatas, too.’
4.11 Veda as their example This might be a reference to the (now “lost”)
Ekāyanaśākhā (belonging allegedly to the White Yajurveda) which was regarded by the Pāñcarātrikas as the Vedic foundation of their religion, and
which they found mentioned in the following passage of the Chāndogyaupanis.ad (7.1.2): r.gvedam
. bhagavo ’dhyemi yajurvedam
. sāmavedam ātharvan.am
. caturtham itihāsapurān.am
. pañcamam
. vedānām
. vedam
. pitryam
.
rāśim
. daivam
. nidhim
. vākovākyam ekāyanam
. . . . ‘I have studied the
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R
. gveda, sir, as also the Yajurveda, the Sāmaveda, the Ātharvan.a as the
fourth, the corpus of histories and ancient tales as the fifth Veda among
the Vedas, ancestral rites, mathematics, soothsaying, the art of locating
treasures, the dialogues, the monologues . . . ’ (tr. Olivelle). As Olivelle points out (p. 563), ‘[t]he original meaning of some of these entries
is clearly uncertain, and the interpretations of later commentators are
often anachronistic. (. . . ) The meaning of ekāyana (lit., “point of convergence,” see C[hāndogya] U[panis.ad] 7.5.2) is uncertain. (Horsch [P.] 1966
[Die vedische Gāthā- und Śloka-Literatur. Bern: Francke Verlag.], 37).
The commentator Śam
. kara’s interpretation as “statecraft” (nı̄tiśāstra) is
clearly anachronistic. I follow Faddegon [B.] ([“The catalogue of Sciences
in the Chāndogya-Upanis.ad.” Acta Orientalia 4] 1926, 52) in taking the
term as the opposite of vākovākya (“speech and reply” or “dialogue”); it
would then mean an uninterrupted speech.’
4.11 they set themselves apart Yāmuna emphasises that one should not
judge Śaiva and Vais.n.ava tantras by the same standard, just because they
happen to share the name “tantra” (likewise we do not put an equals sign
between killing a brahmin and performing a Horse Sacrifice just because
both are “actions” (see Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 101). The Śaiva scriptures—
and on this point Yāmuna shares the view of the Mı̄mām
. sakas—are indeed
heretical (Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 91):
na ca tantrāntares.v es.a nyāyah. prasaram arhati|
yatas tattannibandhr̄.n.ām
. vibhramādy api sambhavi|| (. . . )
yathā māheśvare tantre viruddham
. bahu jalpitam|
‘But this argument [about validity] cannot extend to other tantras, since
error and other [defects] are possible with regard to their respective authors. (. . . ) For instance, lots of contradictory prattles are found in the
Śaiva Tantras.
(. . . p. 96)
kim
. ca śaivādayo vedasiddhavarn.āśramād bahih.|
kalpayanty āśramādı̄ni tato ’pi śrutibāhyatā||
‘Furthermore, the Śaivas and [Kāpālikas, Pāśupatas, etc.] posit life-periods
and other [constituents of Dharma] outside the system of social estates and
life-periods established in the Veda, and for this reason, too, they are excluded from Vedic religion.’
(. . . p. 97)
pramādo ’pi na cātyantam
. rudrādis.u na sambhavı̄||
yad vā mohaśāstrapran.etr.tayāvagatatvād vyāmohayitum apı̄dr.śaśāstrapran.ayanam upapadyata iti nāvaśyam
. pramāda evāśrayitavyah.| ‘The possibility of inadvertence, too, cannot be completely precluded in the case of
Rudra, etc. Alternatively, from the fact that [Rudra, etc.] are known to be
the authors of delusory scriptures, it is also possible that they composed
such scriptures [i.e. Śaiva Tantras] in order to delude people. Thus it is
not necessary to chose inadvertence of all [factors].’
4.11 “We have been truly brahmins. . . ” Cf. Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 142: atha
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matam—“anyes.ām
. brāhman.yam
. tadasādhāran.agotrasmaran.ād” iti, tad bhāgavatānām api samānam| smaranti hi bhāgavatāh.—“vayam
. bhāradvājāh.,
vayam
kāśyapāh
,
vayam
gautamāh
,
vayam
aupagavāh
”
iti|
na
cedam
.
.
.
.
.
. gotrasmaran.am
nirmūlam
sāmayikam
vā,
sarvagotrasmaran
ānām
tathābhāva.
.
.
.
.
prasaṅgāt|
sam
. bhāvyamānados.atvād vam
. śānām
. yadi sam
. śayah.|
tadbrāhman.ye, tato lokam
sarvam
vyākulayed
ayam||
.
.
jananı̄jārasandehajātacan.d.ālasam
śayah
|
.
.
nirviśaṅkah. katham
. vedān adhı̄s.e sādhusattama||
tena bhāgavatānām api avicchinnaparamparāprāptavicitragotrasmaran.aparyavasthāpitam
. brāhman.yam anapoditam āsta iti na bhāgavatānām anyes.ām
ca
brāhman
.
. ye kaścid viśes.ah.| yadi param
. , te paramapurus.am evāśritā
ekāntinah., anye ks.udradaivatakāh. sādhāran.ā iti|
‘If you hold that others are brahmins since they remember their specific
gotras, the same applies to the Bhāgavatas as well. For the Bhāgavatas
remember that they belong to the Bhāradvāja gotra, or to the Kāśyapa, or
to the Gautama, or to the Aupagava. And this recollection of the gotras is
neither without any basis nor is it based on convention [alone], since then
everybody’s recollection of his own gotra would follow to be in the same
way. If you had doubts in their brahmin status because it may be presumed that defects occur in the lineages, then this [sceptical view] would
confuse the whole world. How can you study the Vedas without scruples,
o best of the pious, when the uncertainty whether your mother had a
lover or not raises the suspicion that you might be an outcast? Therefore
the brahmin status of the Bhāgavatas, which is firmly established by the
recollection of the various gotras received through an unbroken tradition,
also remains undisputed, and thus there is no difference between the brahmin status of the Bhāgavatas and of others, unless the fact that they are
devoted to a single [deity] only inasmuch as they worship the Supreme
Person, while others are ordinary [brahmins] inasmuch as they have their
own petty godlings.’
4.13 Cf. Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 15 (mı̄mām
. sakapaks.a): api ca yadavalokanādāv
api viśis..tāś cāndrāyan.ādiprāyaścittāni vidadhati, katham
. tatparigrahah. śrutimūlatvam avagamayatı̄ti sambhāvayāmah.? smaranti hi devalakāvalokane
prāyaścittam| devalakāś cāmı̄—‘devakośopajı̄vitvād vr.ttyartham
. devapūjanāt|’ ‘Furthermore, when the élite perform such expiatory rituals as the
cāndrāyan.a even when they set eyes on them etc., how could we assume
that the [Pañcarātra’s] acceptance by such people gives us to understand
that it is based on the Veda? For the Smr.tis prescribe expiation if one
catches sight of a devalaka. And these [Pāñcarātrikas] are devalakas, “since
they live on the wealth of God[’s temple] and since they worship God in
order to earn a livelihood”.’
4.14 Cf. Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 12 (mı̄mām
. sakapaks.a): na ca bhāgavates.u brāhman.apadam aviśaṅkam
. laukikāh. prayuñjate| bhavati ca bhedena vyapadeśah.—
‘ito brāhman.ā ito bhāgavatā’ iti| ‘And common people do not apply the
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word “brāhman.a” to the Bhāgavatas without hesitation. And naming
takes place with a differentiation: “these are brahmins, those are Bhāgavatas”.’
4.16 They will never get to study the Veda. . . Cf. Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 14f.
(mı̄mām
. sakapaks.a):
api cācāratas tes.ām abrāhman.yam
. pratı̄yate|
vr.ttito devatāpūjā dı̄ks.ā naivedyabhaks.an.am||
garbhādhānādidāhāntasam
. skārāntarasevanam|
śrautakriyānanus..thānam
. dvijais sambandhavarjanam|
ityādibhir anācārair abrāhman.yam
. sunirn.ayam||
smaranti hi vr.ttito devapūjāyā brahmakarmasv anadhikārahetutvam, yathā—
‘yes.ām
. vam
. śakramād eva devārcā vr.ttito bhavet|
tes.ām adhyayane yajñe yājane nāsti yogyatā||’ iti|
(. . . p. 16.)
‘vr.ttyartham
. pūjayed devam
. trı̄n.i vars.ān.i yo dvijah.|
sa vai devalako nāma sarvakarmasu garhitah.||’
‘Furthermore, we also know from their conduct that they are not brahmins. Worshiping God to make a living, [Tantric] consecration, eating
from the offering presented to the deity, observing abnormal sacraments
from the rite before conception to cremation, neglecting the performance
of solemn Vedic rituals, avoiding contact with the twice-born: with the
help such and similar aberrant customs we can easily determine that they
are not brahmins. For the Smr.tis teach that worshiping the deity in order
to earn a livelihood is a cause of disqualification for Vedic rituals. For
example, “Those who have been worshiping a deity to make a living for
several generations are not entitled to study the Veda or to sacrifice for
themselves or for others.” (. . . ) “A twice-born who worships a deity for
three years is truly a devalaka, excluded from all [Vedic] rituals.” ’
4.16 married “against the grain” I. e. having married a woman from a
higher caste. Cf. Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 11 (mı̄mām
. sakapaks.a): tes.ām
. traivarn.ikatvam eva nāsti, dūre brāhman.abhāvah.| (. . . p. 13.) santi ca sāttvatā
nāma upanayanādisam
. skārahı̄nā vaiśyavrātyānvayinah. avarajanmānah. ke
cit| yathāha manuh.—
‘vaiśyāt tu jāyate vrātyāt sudhanvācārya eva ca|
bhārus.aś ca nijaṅgaś ca maitras sāttvata eva ca||’ iti| (Manusmr.ti 10.23)
‘They do not even belong to any of the three higher estates, and far less to
the brahmins. (. . . ) And there are certain people called Sāttvatas, devoid
of such sacraments as the upanayana, descendants of Vaiśya vrātyas, of
the lowest birth. As Manu teaches: “From a vrātya [of the] Vaiśya [estate]
are born a Sudhanvan, an Ācārya, a Bhārus.a, a Nijaṅga, a Maitra, and a
Sāttvata.” ’
4.18 Brahmadvipa As Kalhan.a relates (Rājataraṅgin.ı̄ 3.439ff.) the Ran.asvāmin-temple was built by king Ran.āditya. According to a legend the
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queen made a certain siddha called Brahman consecrate the images of
the Ran.asvāmin and the Ran.eśvara temples. Having consecrated the
lin.ga, Brahman placed himself on the pı̄t.ha of the Ran.asvāmin temple
(Rājataraṅgin.ı̄ 3.458: sa svayam
. pı̄t.ham avātarat). In honour of this siddha the queen built the splendid Brahmaman.d.apa (ibid. 3.459), which
might be connected with the Brahmadvı̄pa mentioned in our text.
4.25 Nevertheless According to Pischel §113, the Śaurasenı̄ form of Sanskrit
tathā, yathā should be tadhā, jadhā, while taha, jaha are the corresponding
forms in Māhārās.t.rı̄, Ardhamāgadhı̄, and Jaina-Māhāras.t.rı̄.
4.25 thronged ex conj.
4.25 hundreds According to Pischel §448, the Śaurasenı̄ form of Sanskrit
śata should be sada, while saa or saẏa are the corresponding forms in
Māhārās.t.rı̄, Ardhamāgadhı̄, and Jaina-Māhāras.t.rı̄.
4.30 Ranasvamin See note ad 4.18.
4.35 discus ex conj. Sanderson.
4.35 illuminates ex conj.
4.35 beatitude ex conj. Sanderson.
4.36 . . . ex conj. It seems likely that pādas cd of this verse have been lost
(they might have begun with rāhu◦ ).
4.37 she told ex conj.
4.37 please do not leave ex conj.
4.37 without adducing your view ex conj.
4.42 every ex conj.
4.44 Your Honor’s favor ex conj. Sanderson.
4.58 according to your inspiration ex conj. Sanderson.
4.66 First of all ex conj. Kataoka.
4.66 The darbha grass ex conj. Cf. Baudhāyana-dharmasūtra 1.13.30 (prescribing purification with darbha grass and water, darbhair adbhih. praks.ālanam, at the Agnihotra and other rituals); also Śatapatha-brāhman.a
5.5.4.22.
4.66 has swept away its author and the dust of both challenges to its
validity ex conj. Isaacson. Another possible interpretation has been
suggested by Dr. Kataoka: ‘The darbha grass of beginninglessness has
swept away the dust-fall of both its author and its invalidation by another
pramān.a.’
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4.69 imperceptible object ex conj., i. e. heaven.
4.71 Where can we see a non-human arrangement. . . Vaiśes.ikasūtra 6.
1.1: buddhipūrvā vākyakr.tir vede| ‘The composition of sentences in the
Veda is preceded by cognition.’
Candrānanda’s commentary ad loc.: ‘agnihotram
. juhuyāt svargakāma’ ity
evam
bhūtā
racanā
bhagavato
maheśvarasya
buddhipūrvā,
sā tatah. pramā.
n.am, āptapran.ı̄tatvasya satyatāvyāpteh.| ‘The Blessed Great Lord’s knowledge is a prerequisite of an arrangement [of words in] such [sentences] as
“one who desires heaven should perform the Agnihotra sacrifice”. That is
why it is a means of valid cognition, since if A has been composed by a
trustworthy person then A is invariably true.’
Vādı̄ndra’s commentary ad loc.: vākyakr.tir vākyaracanākrama iti yāvat|
buddhipūrvā purus.abuddhijanyā| vedavākyakramah. purus.abuddhijanyah., vākyakramatvāt, kālidāsavākyakramavat| ‘ “A composition of sentences” is as
much as [to say] “a sequence of composing of sentences”. “Preceded by
cognition” [means] produced from the cognition of a soul. [Expressed as
a formal syllogism, the point made by the sūtra is that] the sequence of
sentences in the Veda is one which was produced from the cognition of a
soul, because it is a sequence of sentences [and all orders of sentences are
produced from the cognition of souls], like the sequence(s) of sentences
[produced by] Kālidāsa.’ (tr. Isaacson)
Vaiśes.ikasūtra 6.1.2: na cāsmadbuddhibhyo liṅgam r..seh.| ‘And [the composition of sentences in the Veda can] not [have been produced] from the
cognitions of [ordinary] people like us; [this fact is] the inferential mark of
the r..si.’
Candrānanda’s commentary ad loc.: liṅgyate ’nenārtha iti liṅgam
. vijñānam|
na hi yādr.śam asmadvijñānam
. vartamānāvyavahitasambaddhārthavis.ayam
.
tādr.śam eva bhagavato vijñānam| atah. sambhavati bhagavato ’tı̄ndriyārthavis.ayam
. vijñānam| ‘ “Mark” [means] “the object is marked by it”, [i.e.]
“cognition”. For the Lord’s cognition is not simply like our cognition
which has as its objects existing, not hidden, and related things. Thus the
Lord can have a cognition which has as its objects things that are beyond
sense perception.’
Vādı̄ndra’s commentary ad loc.: asmadādibuddhivākyajanakatvasya bādhitatvāt tadatiriktapurus.abuddhau vedavākyam
. hlin.gam| sa cai bhagavān r..sir
ı̄śvarah.| ‘Since it is denied that cognitions of [ordinary] people [like us] can
have produced the sentences [of the Veda] the sentences of the Veda are
an inferential mark for [the existence of] a cognition belonging to a person
different from [and superior to] such [ordinary people like us]. And this
[different person] is the blessed r..si [who in this case must be taken to be]
God.’ (tr. Isaacson)
Praśastapādabhās.ya p. 519ff: śrutismr.tilaks.an.o ’py āmnāyo vaktr.prāmān.yāpeks.ah., ‘tadvacanād āmnāyaprāmān.yam’, ‘liṅgāc cānityah.’, ‘buddhipūrvā
vākyakr.tir vede’, ‘buddhipūrvo dadātih.’ ityuktatvāt| ‘[The validity of] scriptures called Śruti and Smr.ti also depends on the authority of the person
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who enunciated [them], since it has been taught that “the validity of scriptures is [established] because they are His [i.e. God’s] words” (Vaiśes.ikasūtra 1.1.3, 10.21), “from logical reason [we know that] it [i.e. scripture] is
not eternal” (Vaiśes.ikasūtra 2.2.37), “the composition of sentences in the
Veda is preceded by cognition” (Vaiśes.ikasūtra 6.1.1), “[the word] “gives”
is preceded by cognition’ (Vaiśes.ikasūtra 6.1.3).”
Vyomavatı̄ ad loc. (p. 168): atha śabdasyānityatve saty āptoktatvena prā∗
mān.yam
. syāt, tat tu nāstı̄ty āśaṅkyāha, ‘liṅgāc cānityah.’ iti| param
. pratyaks.en.occāran.āt prāg ūrdhvam
cānupalambhād
anityah
śabda
iti
pratı̄yate,
.
.
liṅgāc ceti, tat tu vaks.yāmah. śabdaparı̄ks.āyām| vedānām
. cānityatve ’numānam, anityāni vedavākyāni vākyatvād ubhayābhimatavākyavat| tathā ‘buddhipūrvā vākyakr.tir’ vākyaracanā ‘vede’ † vākyaracanātvād ubhayābhima‡
§
tavākyaracanāvat| (. . . ) evam
. vede ‘buddhipūrvo dadātih.’ dadātiśabdah.
dadātı̄tyuktatvād ubhayābhimatadadātı̄tiśabdavat|
∗
†
‡
§

ed.
ed.
ed.
ed.

adds [śabdah.]
adds [buddhipūrvā]
(vede? )
adds [vede buddhipūrvo (sic)

‘ “Now, if the Veda (Śabda) were not eternal, it would be authoritative because it has been pronounced by a trustworthy person; this, however, does
not hold true”—anticipating this objection [the Sūtrakāra] says: “from
logical reason [we know that] it [i.e. scripture] is not eternal”. It is plainly
recognised by sense perception that words (śabda) are not eternal, since we
do not perceive them before and after their pronunciation, and [the same
can] also [be proved] by means of a logical reason, but that we shall explain in the examination of śabda. Concering the non-eternity of the Vedas
[we set forth the following] inference: “the propositions of the Veda are
not eternal, since they are propositions, just as propositions which both
[disputants] hold [to be propositions and to be non-eternal].” Likewise
“the composition of sentences”, [i.e.] the construction of sentences, “in
the Veda is preceded by cognition”, since it is a construction of sentences,
just as those constructions of sentences which both [disputants] hold [to
be sentences and to be non-eternal]. (. . . ) Thus in the Veda “gives”, [i.e.]
the word “gives”, “is preceded by cognition”, since it is a statement saying
“gives”, just as the word “gives” [in ordinary contexts], which is accepted
by both [disputants to be such].’
4.72 Kumārila’s answer (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.12, TV(A) p. 237,
TVP p. 469):
vedes.u hi tāvad eva padavākyasam
. ghātātmakatvādihetvābhāsaih. kr.takatvabhrāntir bhavati, *yāvad (msB : yā tad eds.) bahiravasthānād vedarūpam
.
na dr.śyate|
r.ksāmādisvarūpe tu dr..ste bhrāntir nivartate||
ādimātram api śrutvā vedānām
. paurus.eyatā|
na śakyādhyavasātum
. hi manāg api sacetanaih.||
dr..s.tārthavyavahāres.u vākyair lokānusāribhih.|
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padaiś ca tadvidhair eva narāh. kāvyāni kurvate||
prapāt.hakacatuh..sas..tiniyatasvarakaih. padaih.|
lokes.v apy aśrutaprāyair r.gvedam
. kah. karis.yati||
‘For, it is only as long as one does not realise the true nature of the Veda
because of being an outsider that one erroneously regards the Vedas as
products, due to such false logical reasons as the fact that they consist in
the combination of words and sentences. But when the nature of R
. gvedic
verses, Sāmavedic hymns, and other [Vedic texts] has been realised, the
[above mentioned] mistake ceases. No sensible person can believe in the
slightest degree that the Vedas have an author as soon as he has listened
just to their beginning. When people make poems about transactions with
visible goals they only employ sentences that follow ordinary usage and
words of the same kind. Who could make a R
. gveda with words which have
practically never been heard among ordinary people and whose accents are
prescribed in sixty-four prapāt.hakas?’
4.74 Hirányagarbha was the author Cf. Nyāyakandalı̄, p. 522: yac cedam
‘asmaryamān.akartr.katvād’ iti, tad asiddham, ‘prajāpatir vā idam eka āsı̄n
nāhar āsı̄n na rātrir āsı̄t, sa tapo ’tapyata, tasmāt tapasaś catvāro vedā
ajāyanta’ ity āmnāyenaiva kartr.smaran.āt| ‘As for this [argument] saying
“[the Veda is eternal] because no author of it is being held in our memory”,
it is not established, since the Veda itself mentions the author in such
passages as “This [universe] was Prajāpati alone, there was no day, there
was no night. He practiced austerities, from those austerities the four
Vedas were born.” ’
4.74 you cannot adduce. . . ex conj. The tradition that Vyāsa was the author of the Mahābhārata might also have been created by arthavāda.
4.76 As..takā For a description of the As.t.akā (a domestic ritual honouring
the ancestors), see e.g. Āśvalāyana-gr.hyasūtra 2.4, cf. Manusmr.ti 4.119,
4.150. Śabara and Kumārila in their commentary to Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.1
refer to the As.t.akā as an example of a ritual which is prescribed in Smr.ti
texts but which is not enjoined in the Vedas themselves. According to the
view of Prābhākara Mı̄mām
. sā, the Vedic texts from which such prescriptions derive had never actually been perceptible to the compilers of these
Smr.ti texts, but only always inferable (nityānumeya) on the basis of the
acceptance of these Smr.tis by the moral majority (mahājana; see Pollock 1997, pp. 409f, quoting the Prakaran.apañcikā). Kumārila disagrees
and points out that if a Vedic injunction had never been pronounced then
it would be impossible to ascertain its existence since no one could ever
perceive it, and therefore Manu’s recollection (smr.ti ) of the As.t.akā would
be as mistaken as a barren woman talking about her grandson (the missing son or daughter corresponding to the missing cognition of the Vedic
proposition; see TVP , p. 265, TVĀ , p. 164).
4.82 “The regular study. . . ” Ślokavārttika, vākyādhikaran.a 366.
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4.83 You yourself say. . . Cf. Ślokavārttika, anumāna 13cd ff.
4.84 whose source is not error ex conj.
4.88 All-conquering sacrifice The Viśvajit is a one-day Soma-sacrifice (ekāha), which requires the sacrificer to pay extensive fees to the officiants (see
Mylius, Glossar s.v., ibid. pp. 301, 357). As the name of this sacrifice suggests, it is performed ‘in order to conquer everything’ (Taittirı̄ya-sam
. hitā
7.1.10.4: sarvasyābhijityai ).
4.91 as the reason ex em. Isaacson.
4.91 postulated ex conj.
4.92 is possible ex conj. Isaacson.
4.100 Quoting Nyāyamañjarı̄ vol. I, p. 636.8–11 (v.l. pratı̄tih. for prasiddhih.).
4.108 who wishes for a long life Cf. Kāt.haka-sam
. hitā 11.4: prājāpatyam
.
carum
nirvapec
chatakr
s
n
alam
ghr
ta
āyus
kāmah
|;
.
.. .
.
.
.
. Maitrāyan.ı̄-sam
. hitā 2.2.2:
prājāpatyam
. ghr.te carum
. nirvapec śatakr..sn.alam āyus.kāmah.|
4.108 who wants to die Cf. Tān.d.yamahābrāhman.a 17.12.1: trivr.dagnis..tomah. sa sarvasvāro, yah. kāmayetānāmayatāmum
. lokam iyām iti sa etena
yajeta| (commentary ad loc.: anāmayatā āmayarahitenaiva dehena vyādhyādirāhityena); Śāṅkhāyana-śrautasūtra 15.10.1: sarvasvāro nāmaikāhah.| sa sarvagāyatro maran.akāmasya yajamānasya bhavati| prayogāntare
ca svargakāmasya|
4.109 there is no more fault ex em. Sanderson.
4.111 beings to be favored ex em. Isaacson.
4.115 Quoting Nyāyamañjarı̄ vol. I, p. 640.17–18, cf. Mahābhārata 12.336.77.
4.121 clearly ex conj. Sanderson.
4.122 Bhagavadgı̄tā 10.41.
4.123 meditation on the All-holy See Yogasūtra 1.23, 1.28–29, 2.1, 2.32,
2.45.
4.126 do not lose ex conj. Isaacson.
4.126 According to the Mı̄mām
. saka position, when the heterodox proclaim
that their scriptures have authors they necessarily admit that these scriptures cannot be authoritative. Says Kumārila (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄P
Ā
mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.4, TV , p. 329; TV , p. 195): pāratantryam
. tāvad es.ām
.
smaryamān.apurus.aviśes.apran.ı̄tatvāt tair eva pratipannam, śabdakr.takatvādipratipādanādarāc ca pārśvasthair api jñāyate| (. . . ) svadharmātikramen.a ca yena ks.atriyen.a satā pravaktr.tvapratigrahau pratipannau, sa
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dharmam aviplutam upadeks.yatı̄ti kah. samāśvāsah.| ‘First of all, the fact
that these [scriptures] are not autonomous [i.e. that their validity depends
on their author] because they were composed by particular persons whose
memory is alive is admitted by [their followers] themselves, and it is also
learnt by those who get close to them from the acceptance of the proving
of such [theories] as the artificial nature of words. (. . . ) And how could
we believe that someone [i.e. the Buddha] who has transgressed the duties
of his own estate and thus, while being a ks.atriya, vindicated the role of
a teacher and the right of receiving gifts, is going to teach the undefiled
Dharma?’
4.127 in the same way ex conj. Sanderson. See Tantravārttika ad Mı̄P
Ā
mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.11 (pūrvapaks.a, TV , p. 459; TV , p. 234f):
yenaivākr.takatvam
. hi vedasya pratipādyate|
nyāyena tena śākyādigranthasyāpi bhavis.yati||
bodhakatvāt pramān.atvam
. svatas tasyāpi labhyate|
na ca sam
dihyate
buddhir
na viparyayate kvacit||
.
akartr.katayā nāpi kartr.dos.en.a dus.yati|
vedavad buddhavākyādikartr.smaran.avarjanāt||
buddhavākyasamākhyāpi pravaktr.tvanibandhanā|
taddr..s.tatvanimittā vā kāt.hakāṅgirasādivat||
‘With the help of the same argumentation which proves that the Veda is
not a product [the same nature] of Buddhist and other scriptures can also
be [established]. They are also found to be means of valid knowledge by
themselves due to the fact that they create awareness, and the cognition
[they create] is neither questioned nor ever refuted. Furthermore, inasmuch as they have no author, they are not impaired by the faults of the
author either, since, similarly to the Veda, the memory of the author of the
Buddha’s propositions and other [sacred texts] has been excluded. The
origin of the label ‘the Buddha’s proposition’ is the fact that [the Buddha was] the teacher [of these scriptures], or it is based on the fact that
[these scriptures] were seen by him, by analogy with such [Vedic texts] as
the Kāt.haka and the Āṅgirasa [which were taught / seen by Kat.ha and
Aṅgiras].’
P
Kumārila’s reply (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.12, TV p. 467ff,
TV(A) p. 235ff):
paren.a saha kes.ām
. cid vākovākyāni jalpatām|
yuktayah. prātibhāsikyo jāyante paravākyatah.||
(yuktayah. TVĀpc : uktayah. TVĀac TVP msB )
svasam
. vedyam
. ca siddhāntam ātmı̄yam api jānatām|
chāyām
. tathāpi raks.anto jalpanti pratiśabdakaih.||
yathā mı̄mām
. sakatrastāh. śākyavaiśes.ikādayah.|
nitya evāgamo ’smākam ity āhuh. śūnyacetasah.||
(◦ cetasah. msB : ◦ cetanam eds.)
pradves.ād vedapūrvatvam anicchantah. katham
. cana|
tanmātre ’pi ca bhūyis..thām icchantah. satyavāditām||
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bhūyasām
. vedabāhyatvād buddhādivacasām amı̄|
ahim
sādy
apy atatpūrvam ity āhus tarkamāninah.||
.
tataś ca paurus.eyatvād aprāmān.yam atı̄ndriye|
prāguktair vedanityatvavāgābhāsair vimohyate||
P
(◦ nityatva◦ TVĀ msB : ◦ nityatvam
. TV )
yādr.śatādr.śamı̄mām
. sakair apy atı̄ndriyavis.ayapurus.avacanaprāmān.yanirākaran.ād apaurus.eyatvādhyavasāyanirākr.takāran.ados.ā*śaṅka(eds. : ◦ śaṅkā◦ msB )nirapavādaprāmān.yasiddhim
. pratihantum
. aśakyām
. manyamānā
niruttarı̄bhūtā bālānukaran.avākyasadr.śaih. svavākyair vyava*lı̄ya(conj. :
◦
likhya◦ eds. : ◦ lipsa◦ msB ac : ◦ listha◦ msB pc )mānahr.dayāh. santo ’pi
praks.ı̄n.akuhetuvacanajālāh. kanyāvaran.ārthāgatamūrkhavaragotrapraśnottaravat|
yad eva bhavatām
. gotram
. tad asmākam apı̄tivat|
āhuh. svāgamanityatvam
. paravākyānukārin.ah.||
asmadı̄yam idam
vākyam
.
. bhavatām iti coditāh.|
jalpanty asmākam evaitac chrutvā mı̄mām
. sakair hr.tam||
tyaktalajjam
bruvān
o
hi
vācoyuktim
anarthikām|
.
.
kurvan parātisandhānam
. aśrāntah. ko ’vası̄dati||
tatra śākyaih. prasiddhāpi sarvaks.an.ikavāditā|
tyajyate vedasiddhāntāj jalpadbhir nityam āgamam||
(. . . ) *sarva(msB : sarvadā eds.)padārthasam
. bandhānityatvapratipādanāt
tadviparı̄tam āgamanityatvam abhyupagamyamānam
. lokopahāsāspadamātram eva bhavet|
‘For some people, when they are having a debate with someone else, “reflex
arguments” are born from the assertions of the opponent, and they prattle
with echoed words while nevertheless they also keep up the appearance
of someone who considers his own doctrine as self-evident. As, for example, the Buddhists, Vaiśes.ikas (?) and others, afraid of the Mı̄mām
. sakas,
mindlessly say: “Our scripture is in fact eternal”, admitting in no way,
because of hatred, the precedence of the Veda, and holding that, even if
that much is the case, [their scripture] still has the greatest truthfulness.
Conceited with reasoning they say that, since most of the Buddha’s propositions are outside the Veda, even non-violence and other [precepts] are
not dependent upon it. And thus the fact that [non-Vedic scriptures] are
not authoritative with regard to imperceptible matters since they have
authors is effaced with the above mentioned replicas of the statements
about the Veda’s eternity. Since even an average Mı̄mām
. saka can refute
the validity of human assertions with regard to imperceptible matters,
[the heterodox] think that it is impossible to counteract the establishing
of validity if it is unobjectionable inasmuch as it has been freed from the
suspicion of faults in the causes [which produce the cognition] through the
determination of its independence from any person, and, dumbfounded,
with their own assertions that resemble the imitative talk of children and
using a tattered net of reasoning though their hearts sink with fear, they
claim, imitating the statements of their opponents, that their own scripture is eternal, just as a foolish suitor, who has come to ask the girl’s hand,
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answers the question about his gotra like this: “My gotra is the same as
yours” [which actually makes the marriage impossible]. And when they
are told: “This statement of yours is [in fact] ours”, they prattle: “It is
ours alone! The Mı̄mām
. sakas have overheard and then stolen it.” For why
would someone give way who shamelessly speaks meaningless sophistries
and spares no effort to deceive others? At that stage the Buddhists give
up even their well-known adherence to the doctrine of the momentariness
of all things when they prattle that their scripture is [also] eternal on the
basis of the established truth of the Veda[’s eternal nature]. (. . . ) Since
[the Buddhist] have demonstrated the non-permanent nature of the connection of all words with their referents, the world would only laugh if
they were to accept the eternal nature of scripture, which is contrary to
that [doctrine of momentariness].’
When the language of non-Vedic scriptures is itself debased, how could
their content be eternal and authoritative? Says Kumārila (Tantravārttika, ibid.):
asādhuśabdabhūyis..thāh. śākyajaināgamādayah.|
asannibandhanatvāc ca śāstratvam
. na pratı̄yate|| (. . . )
tataś cāsatyaśabdes.u kutas tes.v arthasatyatā|
dr..s.tāpabhras..tarūpes.u katham
. vā syād anāditā|| (. . . )
(TVP p. 238f, TVĀ p. 470f.) śākyādigranthes.u punar yad api kim
. cit sādhuśabdābhiprāyen.āvinas..tabuddhyā prayuktam, tatrāpi prajñapti*vijñapti (eds.
: om. msB )*paśyatā(eds. : ◦ paśya ◦ msB pc : ◦ paśyanā ◦ msB ac )*tis..thatādi (eds. : ◦ tis..thamādi ◦ msB )prāyaprayogāt kim
. cid evāviplutam
. labhyate|
kim uta yāni prasiddhāpabhras..tadeśabhās.ābhyo ’py apabhras..tatarān.i bhiĀ
B
kkhave ity evamādı̄ni, dvitı̄yābahuvacanasthāne hy *ekārāntam
. (TV ms
P
: ekārā tam
. TV ) prākr.tam
. padam
. dr..s.tam, na prathamābahuvacane sambodhane ’pi| sam
. skr.taśabdasthāne ca kakāradvayasam
. yogah., anusvāralopah.,
r.varn.ākārāpattimātram eva prākr.tāpabhram
. śes.u dr..s.tam, na d.akārāpattir
api| so ’yam
. sam
. skr.tā dharmā ity asya sarvakālam
. svayam eva pratis.iddho
*’pi (eds. : om. msB ) vināśah. kr.tah.| (??)
‘The Buddhist, Jaina and other [non-Vedic] scriptures mostly consist of
solecistical words, and, since they are bad compositions, their śāstric nature is not recognised. (. . . ) And thus how could their subject be correct
/ real when their words are incorrect / unreal? Or how could they be
beginningless when their form is visibly corrupt? (. . . ) In the works of
Buddhists and other [heterodox people], however, whenever something is
used with the intention of [using] correct words and with a clear mind,
even in that case we hardly find anything that is not spoiled due to such
frequent usages as “prajñapti”, “vijñapti”, “paśyatā” (read “paśyanā” or
vipaśyanā?), “tis..thatā” (?, read tis..thantika?), etc. What shall we say
about those [expressions] which are even more corrupt than the wellknown corrupt vernaculars, such as “bhikkhave”? For a Prakrit word
ending in e is seen to stand for the Accusative Plural, [but] not for the
Nominative Plural, even in the case of a Vocative. And in the place of the
word “sam
. skr.ta” we see the application of a double k, the elision of the
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Anusvāra, and only the change of r. into a in Prakrit and Apabhram
. śa languages [i.e. sam
skr
ta
becomes
sakkaa
/
sakkada],
but
not
the
change
[of
. .
t] into d. as well. Thus [the Buddhists] themselves constantly destroy this
[statement]: “sam
. skr.tā dharmāh.” [i.e. by the incorrect and therefore nonexistent grammatical form: “sakkad.ā”], even if they deny its destruction
[by asserting the eternity of the Buddha’s propositions].’
4.128 Kumārila sets up strict criteria on the basis of which someone can be regarded as a real propagator of Dharma (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra
1.3.6, TVP , p. 360; TVĀ , p. 202):
vedenaivābhyanujñātā yes.ām eva pravaktr.tā|
nityānām abhidheyānām
. manvantarayugādis.u||
tes.ām
. viparivartes.u kurvatām
. dharmasam
. hitāh.|
vacanāni pramān.āni nānyes.ām iti niścayah.||
‘Whose [Veda-] propagator status is acknowledged by the Veda itself,
and who are always to be named in the Manvantaras, Yugas and other
[aeons]: the statements of these people alone, who compose compendiums
on Dharma whenever they are reborn, and not of others, are authoritative:
this is the settled view.’
4.129 people know well ex conj. Sanderson.
4.130 Cf. Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 12, quoted in note ad 4.14.
4.131 here ex em. Sanderson.
4.131 one of their particular recensions Cf. Kumārila’s argument concerning the Vedic basis of Smr.ti texts containing apparently non-Vedic regulaP
Ā
tions (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.2, TV , p. 265; TV , p. 164):
yad vā vidyamānaśākhāgataśrutimūlatvam evāstu| katham anupalabdhir iti
cet, ucyate—
śākhānām
. viprakı̄rn.atvāt purus.ān.ām
. pramādatah.|
nānāprakaran.asthatvāt smr.ter mūlam
. na dr.śyate||
‘Or rather let [their] source be nothing but a Vedic passage in the available recensions [of the Veda]. If you ask why don’t we find [this Vedic
passage], my answer is as follows: The [Vedic] source of the Smr.ti passage
is not found since the recensions [of the Veda] are scattered, since people
are negligent, and since it is contained in separate sections [of the Veda].’
Using the above argument Dhairyarāśi could claim that the source of
the Pañcarātra is a Vedic text which is hidden from us in the countless
branches of the Veda. Actually he goes one step further and asserts that
the Pañcarātra itself is one of these Vedic recensions.
Kumārila also points out that, once the Smr.ti status of the heterodox
scriptures has been refuted, the nāstika dares to claim the same status
for their own scriptures as the Veda has. The disastrous consequences
P
are easy to foresee (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.11; TV , p. 455;
Ā
TV , p. 230):
yad vā śākyādiśāstrān.ām
. smr.tiśāstratvavāran.āt|
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vedaśākhāsamānatvam āśaṅkyeha nivāryate||
(. . . )
tataś ca vedavan nityās te ’pi ced āgamā matāh.|
codanālaks.an.o dharmas tadukto ’pi prasajyate||
kāmam
. na praviśed grāmam
. vārito dan.d.apān.ibhih.|
spas..tam
mahāpathenaiva
sam
.
. prati praviviks.ati||
‘Or rather, having refuted that Buddhist and other [heterodox scriptures]
are Smr.ti texts, in this [part of the Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra] the [possible claim of
their] equality to the recensions of the Veda is anticipated and set aside.
(. . . ) Therefore if those [heterodox] scriptures are also accepted to be
eternal like the Veda, it will follow that the Dharma taught by them will
also have scriptural proposition as its defining characteristic [similarly to
Vedic Dharma]. Though [the heterodox scriptures] cannot enter the village [of authoritativeness] because the [Mı̄mām
. saka] policemen have kept
them off [by rejecting their Smr.ti status], now they want to enter openly
on the High Street [of Vedic status].’
Cf. also note ad 4.11.
4.136 cannot be interrogated by another doctrinal work Similarly, as Yāmuna argues, just because the Pāñcarātrikas follow the prescriptions of a
different, but equally valid Vedic school, i.e. the Ekāyanaśākhā, it does not
follow that they are not brahmins at all. See Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 169: ye
punah. sāvitryanuvacanaprabhr.titrayı̄dharmatyāgena ekāyanaśrutivihitān eva catvārim
. śat sam
. skārān kurvate, te ’pi svaśākhāgr.hyoktam artham
. yathāvad anutis..thamānā na śākhāntarı̄yakarmānanus..thānād brāhman.yāt pracyavante, anyes.ām api paraśākhāvihitakarmānanus..thānanimittābrāhman.yaprasaṅgāt| ‘Those who observe only the forty sacraments laid down
in the Ekāyana Śruti while giving up the sacred duties found in the Three
Vedas, such as the recitation of the Gāyatrı̄ mantra etc., they too, inasmuch as they properly observe the rituals taught in the gr.hyasūtras of
their own recension, do not become excluded from the brahmin status,
since it would follow that others too would become non-brahmin because
they neglect the observance of rituals laid down in other people’s recensions.’
Ibid. p. 170: vilaks.an.āś ca trayı̄vihitasvargaputrādivis.ayopabhogasādhanaindrāgneyādikarmādhikāribhyo dvijebhyah. trayyantaikāyanaśrutivihitavijñānābhigamanopādānejyāprabhr.tibhagavatprāptyekopāyakarmādhikārin.o
mumuks.avo brāhman.ā iti nobhayes.ām apy anyonyaśākhāvihitakarmānanu.s.thānam abrāhman.yam āpādayati| yathā caikāyanaśākhāyā apaurus.eyatvam
. , tathā kāśmı̄rāgamaprāmān.ya eva prapañcitam iti neha prastūyate|
‘And there are liberation-seeking brahmins who are entitled to rituals laid
down in the the crowning of the Three Vedas: the Ekāyana Śruti, which
rituals—[acquiring] knowledge [about God], cleansing [the way leading to
the image of the deity], preparation [of flowers etc.], making offerings,
etc.—are the only means of attaining the Lord. These brahmins are different from the priests who are entitled to rituals laid down in the Three
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Vedas (e.g. the aindrāgneya) which are the instruments of enjoying heaven
or a son, or similar sensual objects. On this ground, the fact that they do
not observe the rituals laid down in each other’s [Vedic] recensions does
not produce non-brahmin status for either of these two groups. And I have
already expounded in [my work entitled] “The Validity of the Kashmirian
Scripture(s)” in what way the Ekāyana recension [of the Veda] is not the
work of a person, so I do not go into details now.’
4.136 Sautrāman
. ı̄ The Sautrāman.ı̄ is an expiatory sacrifice that involves a
surā-offering. (See Mylius, Glossar s.v., ibid. p. 144; Śatapatha-brāhman.a
5.5.4.)
4.137 taught ex conj. Isaacson.
4.138 This might be true, says Kumārila, but in all other respects they are
at variance with Vedic tradition (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.4;
TVP , p. 329; TVĀ , p. 195): smr.tivākyam ekam ekena śrutivacanena viruddhyeta| śākyādivacanāni tu katipayadamadānādivacanavarjam
. sarvān.y eva
samastacaturdaśavidyāsthānaviruddhāni, trayı̄mārgavyutthitaviruddhācaran.aiś ca buddhādibhih. pran.ı̄tāni, trayı̄bāhyebhyaś caturthavarn.aniravasitaprāyebhyo vyāmūd.hebhyah. samarpitānı̄ti (eds. : samarthitānı̄ti msB ) na
vedamūlatvena sam
. bhāvyante| ‘One sentence in a Smr.ti text might contradict one Vedic proposition. Every single one of Buddhist and other
[heterodox] propositions, however, except for a few statements about selfcontrol, munificence and the like, contradict all the fourteen sciences, and
they were composed by the Buddha and others whose conduct deviates
from and contradicts the doctrine of the Three Vedas, [and] they have
been taught to deluded people most of whom are excluded from the fourth
estate [i.e. to outcasts]: thus their source cannot be the Veda.’
4.139 to something else ex conj. Sanderson.
4.141 of this teaching ex conj. Sanderson.
4.141 more specific designation ex conj. Sanderson.
4.141 Cf. Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 12: brāhman.es.v eva kutaścid gun.ayogāt sāttvatabhāgavatādivyapadeśo, yathā tes.v eva parivrājakādiśabdā iti| ‘Such
names as sāttvata, bhāgavata, etc. refer precisely to brahmins in some
way, through the application of the secondary sense, just as words such as
parivrājaka refer to the very same people [i.e. to brahmins].
Ibid. p. 154: yat punar uktam
. , ‘samāne brāhman.ye kimiti sāttvatabhāgavataikāntikaśabdair eva etes.ām
. niyamena vyapadeśa’ iti, tat parivrājakanigadādivad ity ados.ah.| yathaiva hi samāne brāhman.ye *yajus..tve (corr., ed.:
yayus..tve) ca kecid eva brāhman.āh. kānicid eva yajūm
. .si parivrājakanigadaśabdābhyām adhı̄yante, ‘tis..thantu brāhman.āh., parivrājakā ānı̄yantām’, ‘yajūm
. .si vartante na nigadāh., nigadā vartante na yajūm
. .si’ iti ca, tathehāpi
bhavis.yati| ‘As for the objection, “Why are these people standardly named
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with the words sāttvata and bhāgavata alone, provided that their brahmin status is the same”, there is nothing wrong in this matter, just as
[names like] parivrājaka and nigada [are unproblematic]. For just as some
brahmins and some mantras of the Yajurveda are called parivrājakas and
nigadas [respectively] even though they are equally brahmins and Yajurvedic mantras, in such expressions as “The brahmins should stay, the
parivrājakas should be fetched”, and “The Yajurvedic mantras apply, not
the nigadas”, or “The nigadas apply, not the Yajurvedic mantras”, the
same goes for this case, too.’
4.144 “Are such caste universals. . . ” See Halbfass 1991, p. 363ff., referring to the discussion of this problem in the Tantravārttika (ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.1.2) and the Nyāyamañjarı̄.
4.147 Manu and other Smritis ex em. Isaacson.
4.147 are valid because they are based on the Veda Jayanta observes in
the Nyāyamañjarı̄ (vol. I, p. 645) that all of Kumārila’s arguments proving
that Smr.ti texts are based on the Veda can be applied to other scriptures
Ā
P
as well. Cf. Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.2 (TV , p. 264f; TV ,
p. 163f): manvādı̄nām
. cāpratyaks.atvāt tadvijñānamūlam adr..s.tam
. kim
. cid
avaśyam
. kalpanı̄yam| tatra ca—
bhrānter anubhavād vāpi pum
. vākyād vipralambhanāt|
dr..s.tānugun.yasādhyatvāc codanaiva laghı̄yası̄||
B
sarvatraiva cādr..s.takalpanāyām
. *tādr.śam adr..s.tam
. (ms : tādr.śam
. eds.)
B
◦
kalpayitavyam, yad dr..s.tam
. na virun.addhi na *cā(ms : vā eds.)dr..s.tāntaram āsañjayati| tatra bhrāntau tāvat samyaṅnibaddhaśāstradarśanavirodhāpattih., sarvalokābhyupagatadr.d.haprāmān.ya*bādhaś (TVĀ , msB : ◦ vādaś TVP ) ca| *tadā(msB : idā ◦ eds.)nı̄m
. tanaiś ca purus.air api bhrāntir
manvādı̄nām anuvartitā, tatparihāropanyāsaś ca manvādı̄nām ity *anekā(TVĀ , msB : ekā ◦ TVP )dr..s.takalpanā| (. . . ) purus.avākya*paramparāpy
(TVP , msB : ◦ parāpy TVĀ ) andhaparamparayā nirākr.tā, na hi nis.prati.s.thapramān.ātmalābho dr.śyate| tathā vipralambhe ’pi tatkalpanā, vipralipsā
prayojanam, lokasya ca tatra bhrāntih., tasyāś ceyantam
. kālam anuvr.ttir
ityādy āśrayan.ı̄yam| utpannasya ca dr.d.hasya pratyayasya prāmān.yanirā*karan.ād dr..s.ta(eds. : karan.ādr..s.ta ◦ msB )virodhah.| tasmāt sarvebhyaś codanākalpanaiva jyāyası̄, tatra hi *tanmātrādr..s.tā(TVĀ , msB : tanmātradr.◦
P
.s.tā TV )bhyupagamah., śes.ās tu mahājanaparigrahādayah. sarve ’nuvidhı̄yante|
‘Since we cannot contact Manu and other [authors of Smr.ti texts], we
must necessarily postulate something imperceptible as the basis of their
knowledge. And among [the various possible bases] it is the Veda which
is simpler [to postulate] than error, or even experience, [other] people’s
assertions, [or] the intention to deceive, since it can be established in accordance with what we see. And in all cases when we postulate something
unseen, we must postulate such an unseen thing which does not contradict the observed [facts] and which does not entail another unseen thing.
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Among [the above mentioned assumptions], first, if [we supposed that]
error [was the basis], this would contradict the fact that we see [that the
Smr.tis are] properly composed texts, and [their] firm authority, which everyone accepts, would also be set aside. We should also postulate many
unseen facts, namely that people of that age also followed Manu’s and
other [Smr.ti authors’] error, and that a refutations of that [error] of Manu
and other [Smr.ti authors] have been put forth. (. . . ) [The supposition
that Smr.ti texts are based on] a series of human assertions has also been
refuted with the help of [the analogy to] a series of blind men, since we
do not see that valid cognition arises without any foundation [i.e. humans
cannot transmit knowledge about Dharma without relying on the Veda,
just as blind men cannot hand down information about colour without
the help of a sighted person]. Likewise in the case of deception we must
resort to the following: the postulation of that [deception], the intention
to deceive as purpose, people’s mistake about that, the continuation of
that [mistake] for such a long time, etc. And since it would annul the
validity of a firm belief, it would contradict the visible [facts]. Therefore
the postulation of Vedic propositions [as the basis of Smr.ti] is better than
all the other [assumptions], since in this case we admit that unseen thing
alone. As for such facts as the acceptance [of Smr.ti] by the moral majority,
they are all in harmony [with this postulation].’
Kumārila thinks that heretics are unlikely to lay a claim to the support
Ā
P
of the Veda (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.4, TV , p. 329, TV ,
p. 195): vedamūlatvam
. punas te tulyakaks.amūlatvāks.amayaiva lajjayā ca
mātāpitr.dves.idus..taputravan nābhyupagacchanti| ‘On the other hand, since
they cannot stand having [a scripture] of the same rank as basis, and because they feel ashamed, they do not acknowledge that their source is the
Veda, just as depraved sons who hate their parents.’ But even if they
tried to establish a Vedic foundation, the heterodox scriptures are so inconsistent with the Vedas that their claim would be clearly nonsensical
(see note ad 4.138).
4.151 identity among the performers Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.2: api vā kartr.sāmānyāt pramān.am anumānam
. syāt| ‘Or rather, since the agents [who
perform works prescribed in the Veda on the one hand and in Smr.ti texts
on the other] are the same, the inference [of now unavailable Vedic texts
being the basis of Smr.ti regulations that do not directly correspond to
Vedic injunctions] is a means of valid cognition.’ (On the interpretation
of this sūtra see Pollock 1997, pp. 404ff.)
P
Cf. also Śabara ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.2 (TV , p. 258): granthas tv anumı̄yeta, kartr.sāmānyāt smr.tivaidikapadārthayoh.| tenopapanno vedasam
. yogas
traivarn.ikānām| ‘But a [Vedic] text [which is the basis of a ritual that is
prescribed only in a Smr.ti text but not in the Veda itself] can be inferred
[though it cannot actually be perceived] on the ground that the performers
of a ritual act [laid down] in a Smr.ti text and [of another one laid down]
in a Vedic text are the same. Therefore it is appropriate that those who
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belong to the three higher estates associate a Vedic text [with a purely
Smr.ti-based ritual].’
Cf. also Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 10 (pūrvapaks.a): na caivam ācamanopanayanādı̄n iva śrutivihitāgnihotrādipadārthānus..thāyinah. tāntrikācārān upacaratah.
paśyāmah.|
pratyutaitān vigarhante kurvān.ān vedavādinah.|
tasmād yat ‘kartr.sāmānyāt prāmān.yam
. ’ smr.tis.ūditam||
naiva tat pañcarātrādibāhyasmaran.am arhati|
na hi traivarn.ikāś śis..tāh. taduktārthān upāsate||
‘And we do not see that those who perform the Agnihotra and other rituals
laid down in Śruti texts observe Tantric customs in the way they observe
ācamana, upanayana, and other [orthodox customs]. On the contrary, the
adherents of the Veda despise those who follow these [Tantric customs].
Therefore what is taught with respect to the Smr.tis, namely “Because
of the identity of the performers [they have] validity”, does not apply to
such heterodox Smr.tis as the Pañcarātra, for the educated members of the
three higher estates do not recognise their teachings.’
The Pāñcarātrika certainly holds that the postulation of a Vedic basis is
appropriate since the performers of these Tantric rituals are also brahmins.
On the other hand, a Mı̄mām
. saka would certainly never acknowledge even
the twice-born status of the Bhāgavatas (see Āgamaprāmān.ya p. 11ff).
4.151 the inference of a Vedic text ex em. Isaacson.
4.155 is only its cause ex conj. Isaacson.
4.155 for any reason whatsoever As Kumārila points out, although such
Smr.ti passages as the one prescribing the As.t.akā ritual can be inferred to
be based on lost Vedic texts, this fact does not mean that any scripture
can be nominated for having a Vedic basis. See Tantravārttika ad Mı̄Ā
P
mām
. sati yatkim
. cit
. sāsūtra 1.3.2 (TV , p. 265; TV , p. 164): na caivam
pramān.am āpatsyate, śis..tatraivarn.ikadr.d.hasmaran.ānyathānupapattilabhyatvāc chrutyanumānasya| ‘And it is not the case that at this state of affairs
anything can be a source of authoritative knowledge, since a Vedic text
can [only] be inferred [as the basis of some other scripture] if the unbroken
recollection of learned members of the three higher estates remains otherwise inexplicable.’
Though some heretic scriptures might contain Vedic elements, nevertheless
their obvious anti-Vedic character must be emphatically declared. Says
P
Ā
Kumārila (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.4, TV , p. 328, TV ,
p. 194): yāny etāni trayı̄vidbhir na parigr.hı̄tāni, kim
. cittanmiśradharmakañcukacchāyāpatitāni lokopasam
. grahalābhapūjākhyātiprayojanaparān.i trayı̄viparı̄tāsam
. baddhadr..s.taśobhādipratyaks.ānumānopamānārthāpattiprāyayuktimūlopanibaddhāni sām
. khyayogapāñcarātrapāśupataśākyagranthaparigr.hı̄tadharmādharmanibandhanāni vis.acikitsāvaśı̄karan.occāt.anonmādanādisamarthakatipayamantraus.adhikādācitkasiddhinidarśanabalenāhim
. sāsatyavacanadamadānadayādiśrutismr.tisam
. vādistokārthagandhavāsitajı̄vikāprāyā109

rthāntaropa*deśı̄ni (eds. : ◦ deśāni msB ) yāni ca bāhyatarān.i mlecchācāramiśrakabhojanācaran.anibandhanāni, tes.ām evaitac chrutivirodhahetudarśanābhyām anapeks.an.ı̄yatvam
. pratipādyate| na caitat kva cid adhikaran.āntare nirūpitam, na cāvaktavyam eva, gāvyādiśabdavācakatvabuddhivad
atiprasiddhatvāt|
B
◦
yadi hy anādaren.ais.ām
. na *kathyetā(ms : kalpyetā eds.)pramān.atā|
aśakyaiveti matvānye bhaveyuh. samadr..s.tayah.||
śobhāsaukaryahetūktikalikālavaśena vā|
yajñoktapaśuhim
. sādityāgabhrāntim avāpnuyuh.||
‘This [sūtra, i.e. Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.4] teaches that the following [texts]
should be discarded since they are opposed to the Veda and because we
see [other] causes [of their coming into being]:
— texts on piety and impiety contained in Sān.khya, Yoga, Pāñcarātra,
Pāśupata, and Buddhist scriptures: they are not accepted by those who
are learned in the Three Vedas, [though] they are placed in the shade of the
gown of piety which is slightly blended with the [teaching of the Vedas],
[but] their main concern is how to please the plebs, make profit, gain adoration and fame; they were put together on grounds that are contradictory
to and unconnected with the Veda: sense perception such as visible splendour, and arguments consisting for the most part in inference, analogy,
and presumption; and, while perfumed with the scent of a few things that
are in accordance with Śruti and Smr.ti, such as non-violence, truthfullness, self-control, munificence, and compassion, they teach other subjects
which are mainly connected with making a living, using as corroboration
the evidence of the random success of a few mantras and medical herbs
that are able to cure poisoning, induce enchantment, ruin one’s enemy,
causing madness, and the like;
— those completely alien texts which deal with the conduct of the barbarians, [such as?] dining in the company of others [who belong to the
lower castes].
And this has not been taught in any other section [of the Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra],
while it cannot be left unmentioned [just] because [the invalidity of such
heterodox texts] is public knowledge, just as the [correct] view about the
expressivity of such [ungrammatical] words as gāvı̄ [should also be pronounced, even if it is well known]. For if they were disregarded and thus
their invalidity was not asserted, thinking that [this assertion] cannot be
made people would consider [these texts] equal [to the Manu- and other
Smr.tis], or, because of the beauty, feasibility, or the argumentation [found
in these texts], or due to the influence of the Iron Age, they would arrive
at the erroneous conclusion that such acts as the killing of animals, which
is taught in the context of Vedic sacrifice, should be given up.’
Kumārila also reckons with the possibility that any freshly established
religion could derive itself from lost Vedic texts (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄P
Ā
mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.4, TV , p. 329, TV , p. 194f): yaiś ca mānavādismr.tı̄nām
◦
B
*apy (eds. : adhy ms ) utsannavedaśākhāmūlatvam abhyupagatam, tān
prati sutarām
. śākyādibhir api śakyam
. tanmūlatvam eva vaktum| ko hi
110

śaknuyād utsannānām
. vākyavis.ayeyattāniyamam
. kartum| tataś ca yāvat
kim
cit
kiyantam
api
kālam
kaiś
cid
ādriyamān
.
.
. am
. prasiddhim
. gatam
. tat
pratyaks.aśākhāvisam
vāde
’py
utsannaśākhāmūlatvāvasthānam
anubhava.
tulyakaks.atayā pratibhāyāt| ata āha—‘virodhe tv anapeks.am
. syād’ (Mı̄mām
sāsūtra
1.3.3)
iti
|
‘And
those
who
hold
that
the
Smr
ti
texts
of Manu
.
.
and other [authors] are based on lost recensions of the Veda can easily
be told by the Buddhist and other [heterodox people] that [the Buddhist
and other heretic scriptures] also have the very same basis. For who could
impose a restriction on the limit of sentences and topics in lost [texts]?
And thus anything whatsoever that has been cultivated by any people for
any time and has become well-known, even if it were inconsistent with
the available [Vedic] recensions, would appear as having a stable status
inasmuch as it is based on a lost recension, since it would be looked upon
in the same way [as the orthodox Smr.tis]. Therefore [the author of the
Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra] says: “When there is a contradiction, [the text that contradicts the Veda] must be discarded.” (Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.3)’
4.162 greed and the like are the visible source As Kumārila himself says
Ā
P
(Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.4, TV , p. 330, TV , p. 195f):
lobhādikāran.am
. cātra bahv evānyat pratı̄yate|
yasmin sam
nihite
dr..s.te nāsti mūlantarānumā||
.
śākyādayaś ca sarvatra kurvān.ā dharmadeśanām|
hetujālavinirmuktām
. na kadācana kurvate||
na ca tair vedamūlatvam ucyate gautamādivat|
hetavaś cābhidı̄yante ye dharmād dūratah. sthitāh.||
(dharmād : conj., dharme: TVĀpc ,
dharmā: TVP , TVĀac , msB (or dharmād ?))
eta eva ca te yes.ām
. vāṅmātren.āpi nārcanam|
pākhan.d.ino vikarmasthā *haitu(eds. : hetu◦ msB )kāś caita eva hi||
‘In this case [i.e. in the case of heterodox scriptures] we recognise many
other causes [of their creation], such as greed and the like, and when we
see that these are present there is no [need for] inferring another source.
And the Buddhists and other [heretics], whenever they give instructions
about Dharma, they never give it without a network of motivations. On
the other hand, those who stand far removed from Dharma do not say,
unlike Gautama and other [authors of Smr.ti texts], that [their scriptures]
are based on the Veda, and they put forth arguments. It is they to whom
one should not pay reverence even by mere words, for it is no-one but they
who are [referred to as] heretics, sinners, and sophists.’
4.162 also ex em.
4.162 a means of livelihood Cf. Yāmuna’s answer to the same charge (Āgamaprāmān.ya pp. 155f.):
na hi bhāgavatais sarvaih. vr.ttaye ’bhyarcyate harih.|
dr..s.tā hi bahavah. svārtham
. pūjayanto ’pi sāttvatāh.||
kecid yadi param
. santah. sāttvatā vr.ttikarśitāh.|
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pūjayanti mahābhāgā vais.n.avā vr.ttikāran.āt||
na tāvatais.ām
. brāhman.yam
. śakyam
. nāstı̄ti bhās.itum|
na khalv ādhvaryavam
kurvan
jyotis
.
. .tome patis.yati||
yadi na pratigr.hn.ı̄yuh. pūjaiva viphalā bhavet|
pūjāsādgun.yasiddhyartham atas te pratigr.hn.ate||
‘arcanānte hiran.yam
. ca tasmai deyam
. svaśaktitah.|
anyathā pūjakasyaiva tatra pūjāphalam
. bhavet||’ (Paramasam
. hitā 17.46–
47)
‘hanty alpadaks.in.o yajña’ (Manusmr.ti 11.40) ityādismr.tidarśanāt|
r.tvijā dravyalubdhena svayam
. yācñāpurassaram||
yad ārtvijyam
kr
tam
karma
tad eva hi nis.idhyate|
. . .
(. . . )
śraddhāpūtadaks.in.ādānam
. tūbhayor api śreyaskaram eva|
‘Not all Bhāgavatas worship Hari to make a living, for many Sāttvatas
are seen who also perform pūjā for their own sake. Even if some virtuous
Sāttvatas, attracted to earn a livelihood, [but otherwise] being distinguished Vais.n.avas, perform pūjā because they want to make money, one
cannot assert on the basis of this fact alone that they are not brahmins.
[Likewise a priest] who acts as an adhvaryu at a jyotis..toma sacrifice will
certainly not be degraded. If they did not accept fees the pūjā itself would
be fruitless: that is why they accept fees, so that the pūjā may be correct
and [thus] successful. “And at the and of the worship one should give him
gold to the best of one’s ability. Otherwise the priest who performs the
pūjā may get the fruit of the pūjā”, since the Smr.ti says among others:
“[The organs of sense and action, honour, bliss in heaven, longevity, fame,
offspring, and cattle] are destroyed by a sacrifice at which [too] small
sacrificial fees are given.” (tr. Bühler) That officiating work alone is
prohibited prior to which an officiant himself makes demands because of
avarice. (. . . ) A donation of fee, however, which is purified by reverence
is certainly beneficial for both [the priest and the sacrificer].’
4.163 accepted by intelligent people Kumārila points out that every antiVedic scripture must be explicitly rejected. It is not enough to show that
the adherents of Vedic religion have always been the learned and the respectable, since the heretics can assert the same about their own followers
P
Ā
(Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.4 TV , p. 329, TV , p. 194):
B
mahājanagr.hı̄tatvam
. pitrādyanugamādi *ca (eds. : vā ms ) |
te ’pi dvı̄pāntarāpeks.am
. vadanty eva svadarśane||
tatra śraddhāmātram evaikam
. vyavasthānimittam
. sarves.ām
. svapitr.*pitā(eds.
: mātā◦ msB )mahādicaritānuyāyitvāt|
‘[The followers of heterodox scriptures] also say, referring to other continents, that their own doctrines are accepted by honorable people and
have been followed and [handed down] by their fathers and [forefathers].
In this matter faith alone is the only basis of the settled order since everyone is disposed to follow the deeds of his own father, forefathers, and
other [ancestors].’
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According to the Vaiśes.ika commentator Śrı̄dhara, consentient acceptance
by those who exercise correct judgement is a feature that sets apart the
Veda from heterodox scriptures (Nyāyakandalı̄, p. 520): atha purus.aviśes.apran.ı̄to veda iti kuta es.ā pratı̄tir iti, sarvair varn.āśramibhir avigānena
tadarthaparigrahāt| yatkim
. canapurus.apran.ı̄tatve tu vedasya buddhādivākyavan na sarves.ām
parı̄ks
akān
.
.
. ām avigānena tadarthānus..thānam
. syāt, kasya
cid aprāmān.yāvabodhena visam
vādapratı̄ter
api
sambhavāt|
‘If [you ask]
.
how we know that the Veda was composed by an extraordinary person,
[the answer is that we know it] because its contents are unanimously accepted by all, belonging to any social estate or life-period. On the other
hand, if the Veda had been composed by just any ordinary person, then
not everybody who examines things carefully would unanimously put its
contents into practice, as [not every discriminating person follows] the
Buddha’s and other [heterodox teachers’] propositions, because someone
might realise that it is not authoritative and therefore adopt a dissenting
view.’
P
4.164 As the pūrvapaks.in says in Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.11 (TV ,
Ā
p. 459; TV , p. 235):
yāvad evoditam
. kim
. cid vedaprāmān.yasiddhaye|
tat sarvam
buddhavākyānām
atideśena gamyate||
.
‘Whatever has been put forth in order to prove the authority of the Veda,
all of that can be applied by analogy to the Buddha’s propositions.’

4.165 have always existed ex conj. Isaacson.
4.171 This would certainly be an unacceptably generous view for Kumārila,
in whose interpretation Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.5–6 excludes such a liberal poP
Ā
sition (Tantravārttika ad Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra 1.3.5–6, TV , p. 360–362, TV ,
p. 201–203): yat tarhi vedavihitam
. na bādhate, śis..tān vā vedavido na kopayati, vihārārāmaman.d.alakaran.avairāgyadhyānābhyāsāhim
. sāsatyavacanadamadānadayādi, tad buddhādibhās.itam
. *pramān.atvenā(conj. : pramān.enā eds., pramān.atvan.ā msB )viruddham
. iti cet, ‘na| śāstraparimān.atvāt|’
parimitāny eva hi caturdaś*ās..tā(eds. : ◦ ās..tās..tā ◦ msB )daśa vā vidyāsthānāni dharmapramān.atvena śis..taih. parigr.hı̄tāni, vedopavedāṅgopāṅgās..tādaśadharmasam
. hitāpurān.aśāstraśiks.ādan.d.anı̄tisam
. jñakāni| na ca tes.ām
. madhye bauddhārhatādigranthāh. smr.tāh. *pratigr.hı̄tā (em. : pratigr.hı̄ta msB
: gr.hı̄tā eds.) vā|
pratikañcukarūpen.a pūrvaśāstrārthagocaram|
yad anyat kriyate tasya dharmam
. praty apramān.atā||
(. . . )
tasmād yāny eva śāstrān.i vedamūlānatikramāt|
avasthitāni tair eva jñāto dharmah. phalapradah.||
yathaivānyāyavijñātād vedāl lekhyādipūrvakāt|
śūdren.ādhigatād vāpi dharmajñānam
. na sam
. matam||
tathātikrāntavedoktamaryādāvyavahārin.ām|
sam
. vādis.v api vākyes.u nes.yate dharmahetutā||
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smaryante ca purān.es.u dharmaviplavahetavah.|
kalau śākyādayas tes.ām
. ko vākyam
. śrotum arhati||
yathā kr.takakarpūrasuvarn.ādis.u dı̄yate|
yad bı̄jam
. tad api vyaktam agrāhyatvāt *pralı̄yate||
(TVP , TVĀac , msB : pratı̄yate TVĀpc )
tena karmānurūpyasāmānyatodr..s.tārthāpatti*balāt (eds. : ◦ vya/dyattvāt
msB ) tadabhiprāyakalpitadharmābhāsamadhyapatitam
. sanmūlam *apy aB
him
sādi
(eds.
:
atha
him
sādi
ms
)
śvadr
tiniks
iptaks
ı̄ravad
anupa*yogya(eds.
.
.
.
.
.
: bhogya◦ msB )viśrambhanı̄yam
ca|
tanmātropalabdham
bhavatı̄ty
avaśyam
.
.
.
yāvat parigan.itadharmaśāstrebhyo nopalabhyate, tāvad agrāhyam
. bhavati|
yadā śāstrāntaren.aiva so ’rthah. spas..to ’vadhāryate|
tadā tenaiva siddhatvād *itarat syād (eds. : itarasyād msB ) anarthakam||
‘One may have the following view: “Then those things mentioned by the
Buddha and other [heterodox teachers] which are not at variance with
what is enjoined in the Veda and do not incense the educated [brahmins]
who are versed in the Veda—the construction of monasteries, gardens,
and man.d.alas, dispassion, meditation, exercise, non-violence, truthfulness,
self-control, munificence, compassion and the like—are not at variance
with authoritativeness.” [The answer of the Mı̄mām
. sāsūtra (1.3.6) to this
view is as follows:] “No, since the number of [authoritative] scriptures is
limited.” For the only a limited number (14 or 18) of sciences is accepted
by educated people as a source of valid knowledge about Dharma, namely
the Vedas, the Upavedas [Āyurveda (Medicine), Dhanurveda (Military
Science), Gandharvaveda (Music)], the [Veda-]Aṅgas [Śiks.ā (Pronunciation) in the general sense, Chandas (Prosody), Vyākaran.a (Grammar),
Nirukta (Etymology), Jyotis.a (Astronomy), Kalpa (Ritual)], the Upāṅgas
[Mı̄mām
. sā and Nyāya], the eighteen Dharmasam
. hitās, the Purān.aśāstras,
Śiks.ā [with a special subject, e.g. the one written by Kātyāyana], and
Dan.d.anı̄ti [= Arthaśāstra].‡ And Buddhist, Jain or other [heterodox] works
are neither mentioned among them nor admitted [to this group]. If they do
something different [from their real teachings] which belongs to the sphere
of the above mentioned sciences, using it as a kind of armour / disguise
[against the attacks of the orthodox], it does not have any validity with
respect to Dharma. (. . . ) Therefore only that Dharma yields fruit which
has been mastered from scriptures which are well-established because they
do not transgress their basis: the Veda. Just as knowledge about Dharma
is not sanctioned if it derives from a Vedic text which has been mastered
in an unauthorised way, which has previously been committed to writing
and the like, or has been learnt by a Śūdra, likewise the propositions—
may they be in accordance with [the Veda]—of those whose behaviour has
transgressed the limits of propriety taught in the Vedas are not accepted
as means of [learning] Dharma. And the Buddhists and other [heretics] are
mentioned in the Purān.as as those who bring about the ruin of Dharma
in the Iron Age. Who could possibly listen to what they say? Just as a
drop [of real camphor, gold, etc.], if put into fake camphor, gold, etc., will
also dissolve, since it cannot be clearly grasped, thus such [virtuous princi114

ples] as non-violence, even though their basis is positive, are like milk put
in the skin of a dog and being such they should not be neither adopted
nor relied on, inasmuch as they have fallen into the middle of counterfeit
Dharma that had been cooked up according to their [i.e. the heretics’]
intentions by means of [analogy based on] the conformity of actions [“the
fruit of a sacrificial action that causes pain to the victim will be pain for
the sacrificer himself”], inference from a common property [“Vedic violence, just as everyday violence, is against Dharma”], and presumption
[“since the experience of suffering is the result of sins formerly committed,
the experience of various kinds of suffering brings about the destruction
of sins”].‡ These [principles] are known only from those [Buddhist and
other such scriptures], so they will necessarily be unadaptable as long as
they are not known from recognised works on Dharma. If the matter was
clearly learnt from another doctrinal work alone, then, since it would be
established by that alone, this other one [i.e. the Buddhist etc. scripture]
would be useless.’
‡

I follow the Nyāyasudhā’s interpretation (TVP p. 379f.).

4.173 any contemptible duty ex conj. Kataoka.
4.177 Or is there any virtue. . . ex conj.
4.180 that of brahmin sages ex conj. Raghavan and Thakur.
4.180 uniquely fluent ex conj. Sanderson.
4.183 universal piety taught by Manu ex conj. Cf. Manusmr.ti 10.63: ahim
. sā
satyam asteyam
śaucam
indriyanigrahah
|
etam
sāmāsikam
dharmam
cāturvarn
.
.
.
.
.
. ye
’bravı̄n manuh.||
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